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INTRODUCTION

The launching of the Applications Technology Satellite Number Six
in May, 1974, signifiea the beginning of the use of communfégg;g}g satellites
for educational te]evigion purposes. One of the three educational users of

S-6 was the Appalachian Education Satellite Project (AESP) which, by means

of \satellite transmission, has offered four graduate-level teacher trainiég
courses--two in career education and two in elementary ;eading—-to 1?00
teacheks in eight Appalachian states. An illustratioa of the ATS Sate]fitgs
and’eart stations is provided on the following page. /

In u1y,‘1974u AESP inaugu%ated ATS-6 communication with the first
ETV graduatevlevel program and later with the first 1ive?/Tﬁte(3? ve
seminar by satellite; however, work on the project began/much earlier. In
1971, a survey onductel by the Appalachian Regiqulfgpmmission (ERC)
revealed that Appylachian teachers wanted more in-service training in-
the fields of readig and ‘career education. When the Commission learned
that ATS-6 transmigsipon time would be available for educational uses, a
program was planned to\utilize the capability of such a satellite to
deliver training progran to people in an area which includes many relatively
isolated, inaccessible communities.

As part of this program, ARC chose five main Regional Education

Service Agencies (RESAs) within the satellite's transmission area to
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*  geerdinate and imp]emgﬂj the project on the lgca] level. Two ancillary

}
|
\
]

-

sites for receiving sate]]ite-traﬁSmissjohs were affiliated with each main
Ssite, for a Eéz;; of fifteen receiving sites wher:%;eéchérs could meet for
"c]asées“,via‘satellite. { s - h
In addition to choosing RESAs, the Comnissipn;;e{ected a Resource
Coordinati?!bCenter.(RCC) td deQé]o;; produce qnd evaluate all software -
and programming for the four courses offered. . The ARC détfﬁgd to choose

Y
a university as the RCC for a number of F@asons; most important, though, (ﬁ

4

was the fact that many universities would already have most of the necessary

people and physical resgq needed to develop software partiqg]arly 2
. appropriate to the M avai]alﬂdﬂéven institutions‘responded

to *ARC's reques ﬂmf”f 3ts. The University of Kenfﬁck&,in Lexington

r ) was choséh as. tHE uf e Coordinating Center for\thquESP. 1
e . N
B ‘
|

|

i

Thé‘RCE was ofganized 3ntd six components: reading, career education,

instructioﬁa] television, four-channel audio, information systems, and y
- ,&',.. )
evaluation. The reading component was responsigl:;for the development of
w g

two courses in diagnostic and prescriptfze reading instruction. The first
of these two courses was broadcast in the summer of 1974 to an audience of

. approximately 300 kindergarden through third grade teachers. Each ofgthe

twelve sessions of'ﬁhe course incorporated such learning activities as half-
hour, videotaped instructional proérams; fifteen-minute, four-channe1‘aud{o
g: . instruction; ancillary instructional materials; and evaluation activities.
In addition, three times during the‘course students participated in a live,

‘ - §, . . ,
interactive seminayg in which they had &n opportunity to query course “

P

' designers and experts in the area of diagnostic and prescriptive reading

instruction.

-
P

-




The ycareer education component had similar responsibilities for a
course in career education in the elementary grades for the summer of 1974.
The format was similar to the reading course, offering twelve half-hour

(4
videotaped programs, supplementary materials, and four live, interactive

seminars.

The fall of 1974 marked the introduction of. a\Fareer education
course for secondary school teaghers and administrato}s composed of 16
hour-long 1ive, interactive seminars. This course format enabled students
to interact with notables in the field of career education and communicate
questions to seminar participants through rsdio_and teletype hook-ups (via
satellite) with the studio.

In the spring of ]Q;gXa second course in diaghostic and prescriptive
reading instruction was offered. The audience for this gcourse was approx-
imately 300 kindgrgarden through sixth-grade teachers. Using the first
DPRI éourse as a building block, this course incorporated seven new video-
taped ielevision programs into the series. A picture of course participants
watching one of the programs is preiented on the fo]ld@ing page. Ancillary
materials, Wve, ;nteractive seminars, and four-channel dudio segments
were revised to reflect audience changes. IF bothiof these courses the
reading component was responsi£1e for script and ancillary materials
development. [/ The Component Director also insured that these courses met
aéademic standqrds for the University of Kentucky and other cooperating
universities which granted three semester hours of'graduate—1eve1 credit
}or each course. It is‘the purpose of this report to examine this course
in deéail, by focusing on the course production, technical aspects, and

the participants' reactions to and learning increments gained in the course.

14
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Course Overview

-

The spring 1975 Diagnostic and Prescriptive Reading Instruction
(DPRI).course was designed to offer éé;chers individual experiencé in
diagnosing children's sﬁecific reading problems and locating materials to
remedy those prob]ems./ The course featured classroom teachers and students
who illustrated new and innovative reading techniques. The course was

- - \
practical, classroom-oriented, and provided teﬁthgrs with the following:
N LT
. . ™
- diagnostic procedures N
- procedures for combining diagnostic with pre§tr+é£?7é\instruction

- prescriptive instructional techniques - ~

=

Course Structlre e

L
-

Students were able to choose from three op;ion§/for course credit:

1. A K-3 program ' ‘\\\\\\\\ .
2. A 4-6 program \\\\\

3. A K-6 program \\\\\\

\ .
In ?omp1et1ng any one of the three options, the stuq§nts completed | \:thk\
13 units of study. This involved selecting 13 TV programs from the total
series of 17,-and comg]eting the associated laboratoyry and four-channel
activities. Upon cdﬁﬁ?etigg of the chosen enroliment program, each

participant was granted three semester hours of graduate credit.

16




Course Content and Objectives
The topics and objectives fﬁ:/the seventeen programs* were:

PROGRAM 1: DPRI INTRODUCTION -- K-3, 4-6, K-6 N
1. identify reading sub-skills

2. identify the parts of the diagnostic-prescriptive reading
instruction model

3. realize the importance of early diagnosis and correction
of reading problems . .

PROGRAM 2: INFORMAL TESTS f K-3, 4-6, K-6

-

1. recognize the advantage of informal reading tests ‘(
o 2. interpret the results,of ‘informal reading tests

-+

3

PROGRAM 3: STANDARDIZED TESTS -- K-3, 4-6, K-6

~.

1. identify the brbcedures necessary for effective
administration of standardized tests

2. interprq;,iig;iégults of standardized tests \

3. recognize the strengths and limitations of standardized
tests

The Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I and II and the
Murphy-Durrel] Reading Readiness Analysis was used.

™~

*Although programs from the previous DPRI course (BPRI K-3, Summer, 197
were used in this course, (DPRI K-6, Spring, 1975) they were not used
in the same numerical sequence. Therefore, requests for information on

the tapéa\ rograms for either DPRI course should specify which course is
being reféﬁtgg\fcf\\\\\\ ’ _
17 N



PROGRAM 4: WORD RECOGNITION TEST -- K-3, K-6 optién with Program 5

» .-
1. gdm{gister dnd interpret the results of the Wisconsin |
esign for Reading Skill Development: Word Attack ' -

2. connect diagnosis to the instructional materials.

3. identify the sequence of activities involved in going
through a complete test-teach-test instructional cycle
using the WDRSD:WA

The Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development: Word
Attack was used.

PROGRAM 5: COMPREHENSION AND STUDY SKILLS TESTS -- 4-6, K-6 option
with Program 4 ]

1. administer and interpret the results of the.Fountain
Valley Teacher Support System in Reading \

- - 2., connect diagnosis to instructional procedures

3. identify the sequency of activities involved in going ’
through a complete test-teach-test cycle
}

4. determine the steps a total school needs to go through
in implementing DPRI

The Fountain Valley Teacher Support Sysiem in Reading was
used. -




PROGRAM 7: PRESCRIPTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS -- K-3, 4-6, K-6

1.

translate test results into words (descriptors) that can
be used to find materials in the retrieval systems

identify the sequence of steps in the process of materials
selection

determine which skill descriptors are most appropr1ate
for each student

recognize the strengths and limitations of different
retrieval systems

Selected Retrieval Systems was used.

PROGRAM 8:
1.
2.

“ PROGRAM 9:

1.7

;(
N

2.
3.

The

DPRI MANAGEMENT -- K-3, 4-6, K-6
identify several patterns of grouping

assess the gfrengths and limijtations of grouping patterﬁs”

. -determine the most apbropr1ate grouping pattern in a

given situation

recognize reasons for using & grouping pattern ina - »
given situation , "

v

‘:‘:?M;'_-:-’—P:’N,__

——

READING READINESS AND BEGINNING READING -- K-3, K-6
option with Program 10

identify activities used to teach reading readiness
and beginning read1ng :

1ist advantages and disadvantages of the activities

determine which activity is most appropr1ate for a g1ven
situation

Teaching of Readﬁﬁg served as a resource for Programs 9-17.

PROGRAM 10:

1.

d

THE EXCEPTIONAL READER --*4-6, K-6 option with Program 9

identify activities and procedires to teach the low
average and gifted reader '

1ist advaniages and disadvantages/gf each of the activities

determine which activity is most appropr1ate for a given
situation

19 ‘
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PROGRAM 11: WORD RECOGNITION -- K-3, 4-6, K-6
1. ddentify activities used to teach word identification

2. 1ist advantages and disadvantages of -the activities

etermine which activity is most approbriate for a given

s\tuation
<

PROGRAM 12: VOCABULARY -- K-3, K-6 option with Program 13
1. identify activities used to teach vocabulary
2. Tlist advantages\?nd disadvantages of the activities

»

3. determine which activity is most apprbbrﬁate for a given
situation

/,

PROGRAM 13: STUDY SKILLS -- 4-6, K-6 option with Program 12
1. 1identify activities used to teach study skills
2. list advankages and disadvantages of tKe activities

3. determine which activity is most apprgpriate for a given
situation » /

el

PROGRAM 14: COMPREHENSION -- K-3, K-6 option with Program 15
1. 1identify question strategies used to teach comprehension

2. write questions to stimulate student responses in -
" various categories (i.e. knowledge, translation, etc.)

3. ‘determine the most appropriate question strategy for
a given situation
‘PROGRAM 15: READING IN THE CONTENT FIELDS -- 4-6, K-6 option with

Program 14

1. identify activities used to teach reading in the content
" fields

2. Tlist advantages and disadvantages of the activities

3. 'determine which activity is most appropriate for a given 1
: situation




1

- -

PROGRAM 16: DEVELOPING LIFE-LONG READERS -- K-3, 4-6,7K-6

o
g
1. identify activities that assist in fﬁe-development of
reading interests and tastes
2. list advantages and disadvantages of the acthdties
3. determine which activity is most appropriate for a g1ven .
situation '
PROGRAM 17: TOTAL READING PROGRAM -- K-3, 4-6, K-6
1. identify ways to encourage parental participation in
reading programs
2. recognize the strengths and limitations of DPRI
3. determine ways to 1mp]ement diagnostic- preécr1ptiVe
" read1ng instruction in a total reading pro rqp
4, 'determ1ne ways to establish pr1or1t1es fqr’/mp1ementat1on
~of DPRI | 3
. A ‘
In addition all students participated.in five, hour-long live,
' °
interactive seminars. These seminars were designed ovide students /
with the opportunity to interact with course designers and expe in the
'fie]d of reading. A picture of a site coordinator transmitti i ar’//if”
questions to panel experts is presented on the followi
Preprogram, laboratory and follow-up activigies were carefully ot
outlined for each program in the ancillary matérials packets supplied to
each student. An important part of these activities was the assjgnﬁent
that each course participant was asked to identify an elementary school P

student to work with throughout duration of the course. Working with

a studeq& gave each particip#nt practical experience in working with tests

and testing procedures.
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In addition to the anciilary materials packet, each course

participant was prbvided with the following materials free of charge:

Dallman, Martha, and others. The Teaching of-Reading. New York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1974. T

Goodman, Yetta, and Carolyn Burke. Reading Miscue Inventory Manual.

New York: The MacMillan Company,1971;////f
Homme, Lloyd. How to Use Contingency Contracting in the Classroom.

Champaign, I11inois: Research Press Co., .1970.

Madden, Richard, and others. Stanford Reading Test, Primary I, II, and
Intermediate I. New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Jovanovich, Inc.,
1972. Specimen Sets.

-

Murphy, Helen, and Donald Durrell. ” Murphy-Durrell Reading Readiness
Analysis. New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Jovapovich, Inc.,
1964. Specimen Set. .

Otto, Wayne and Eunice Askow. The Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill
Development: Word Attack. Minneapolis, Minnesota: National
Computer Systems, Inc., 1972. .

~

Zweig, Richard L.% Fountain Valley Teachér Support System in Reading.
Richard L. Zweig Association, Inc., 1972. -

‘
. / b P

Supporting Components .

.

The television component, a part of the Media Services Divisjon of |
the University of Kentucky, played a major role in course deve]opmgﬁt.
Its facilities and personnel were used in producing and delivering 17
half-hour videotaped programs; five live, interactive seminars; and
seven fifteen-minute four-channel audio reviews for this course.
This component was also very much involved in the formativ "§t5§g;
of course development. Since field filming of exemplary c]as;fég:s was
incorporated into the programming, the producer-director and content

14

experts worked closely in planning and developing each televised program.

.

23
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1
/

/

The exemplary classrooms were chosen from those identified by the five

main RESAs, and were thus rkpresentétive of the different regions the

course served.
[

Two gther supportiqg components incorporated in this course tested

_the communication capabi]ﬁties of the satellite and\helped to insure the
success of the course. #ne was the four-channel audio instructional system
which was used to reinforce learning in the video programs. To complete -
the audio review, each participant was, equipped with a head phone set

and an answer selection pad with four response buttons. After receiving
programmed audio instruction in the form of a hypothé\\éal description

of a teaching situation and four a]te?natiVe approaches to the prob]em
posed, the teacher se]ected’&’?esponse by pushing a button. The teacher
then heard pre-recorded fe€dback which reinforced the se]ecéion of the
correct answer or corrected any misuﬁﬁe}standing if ép inappropriate
response had been made. ’

The other supporting component unique to*the Appalachian Education
Satellite Project and used in this course was the computer-based information
retrieval system. This consisted of a combination of computer-based and
manual information systems for storing, retrieving and delivering to teachers
in their communities information and references for instructional materials.
Course participants asked for information by specifying grade level, subject
area, objectives, and tﬁe-nature and diversity of the students in the class
they were teaching. Requests were re]ayed via satellite to the RCC wh;f%

,
e

they were procegséd The teachers then received 1ists. of act1v1t1gs and

resources for’both themselves and their pupils. o //////
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Formative and summative evaluation procedures were developed and
implemented by the evaluation component. The formative evaluation pnggess
assisted with the development of the course. The evaluation componeﬁt was
also responsible for the summative evaluation of the course; including
pre- and posttest measures of cognitive and affective achievement, the
degree of classroom implementation of the teaching strategies and procedures
presented in the course, and participant ratings of the Tearning activities
produced for the course.

., In examining this course, the focus will be on answers to the

following questions:

-~ - How much did the course participant learn?

/

- How effective were the learning activities included in

1

the course? How might they be improved?

- How reliable was the equipment used in conducting the

course?

- How valuable were the information systems that were

available to course participants?

- What was the overall rating of the course? .

29
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METHOD
.
Subjects
About twenty participants were enrolled at eaoh of the fiteen sites e

for the DPRI K-6 course. The number varied because some sites requested

that additional students be allowed to enroll due to the demand for reading -
instruction for classroom teachers in the area; where the fa i]itie% could

accommodate more‘students, they were enroiied. In tota]ggi%;oarticipants /
took the pretest and 286 completed all¥course requirement51? Complete data ///
(a1l cognitive and affective pre-f and posttest) for anaiysis were available,

for 282 participants. The number,of/oartgc1pants at each site by course -i .

Y

option is presented in Table 1. 4 w !

A combined attitude and background questionnaire was administered to.. ;{{

f(‘
the course participants prior to the first televised lecture. This R

questionnaire which is presented in Appendix 1 was divided into two parts. e
ey 3T

ki
The first part was concerned with the participants' attitudes toward
réading, and the second part asked for some background information concerning
educational practices and teaching experience. Tgbie 2 summarizes the back-

ground information obtained.

N



TABLE 1

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS BY OPTIONS BASED .ON FINAL é%ﬁMS
(Complete Data Cases Only) °

N
~ ¢

‘11 Fregonia, N.Y.
12 Olean, N.Y.
Edinboro, PA

21 Laf011ette,<§;
22 Coalfield, T

31 Norton, VA
Boone, N.C.

-41 Cumberland, MD
Keyser, W.V.
McHenry, - MD

51 ‘Huntsv111e, AL
52 Guntersville, AL
53 Ra1nsvi11e AL ¥

Johnson City, TN ~

Sticklyville, VA.

0

. —-—
OWH WNW O YOORH

[0s]
(2]

3

* .
-+ Option W . .
Tota]
4-6 K-6
) (3)
h)
. 3 13 20
4, , 8. 21
3 .7 14
6 - 15 27
5 4 17
. 0 10 19
3 2 11
0 9 15
0 , 18 \\\18
0 18 21
3 4 19
* 5 1 19
3 20 27
. 0 16 19
, ANy ‘$ 2 15
~N
40 282

157

‘ \ TOTAL
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TABLE 2
SUMMATi BACKGROUND INFORMATION EOR SP?ING READING COURSE PARTICIPANTS
(T " N=308
Item Responses Frequency | Percentage
.- Y S
Type of community - °°| Rural ) , 20%1\ 66.0°
where participant Suburban : a6~ 150 . * __
worked ’ Urban > . 54 18.0 ™
. No Response - - 4 1.0 N
Sex Male 59 19.0
: Female 248 80.5
No Response 1 0.5
b .
Age ' 9 2.2 : 19.0 ’
24 -.26 69 22.0 *
27 - 30 46 15.0
31 - 40 65 21.5
41 - 50 50 16.0
51 - 60 18 6.0
61 and over Q 0.0
No Response 2 0.5
Position during Classroom Teacher 194 '63.0 | o]
1974-75 academic Reading Specialist 25 8.0 \{;\
year Special Education Teacher 28 9.0
Counselor 2 1.0
Principal 4 1.0
School Administration 9 3.0
/£ Other y 4 13.0
No Response 5 2.0
Grade’ Tevel taught Elementary - all grades 77 25.0
K 28 9.0 \
1 32 10,0
2 26 8.0 o
3 34 11.0
4 33 11.0
5 19 6.0
6 25 8.0 |
7-12 30 10.0 ‘
J!gﬁRes onse L 4 . 2.0 e
\\‘\\‘\ \ ‘ﬂ\...:
~ \\
28
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o TABLE 2--CONTINUED —
Item Response Frequency | Percentage -
Work experience in 1 year or less 62 20.0 ~
teaching 2-3 years 62 20.0
4-5 years 50 16.0 '
6-8 years 35 11.0
9-10 years 15 5.0
11-15 years 42 14.0
16-20 years 23 7.0
21 years or more 19 7.0
Experience as reading None 249 89.5
specialist 1 year or less 21 7.0
2-3 years 8 3.0
4-5 years 5 2.0
6-7 years 2 1.07
8-9 years 3 1.0
10 or more years 1 0.5
No Response 19 6.0
Undergraduate GPA Less than 2.25 . 6 2.0 3
(4 points = A) 2.26-2.50 24 8.0
2.51-2.75 68 22.0
2.76-3.00 76 25.0
3.01-3.25 46 15.0
] 3.26-3.50. 40 13.0 .
3.51-4.00 31 10.0
No Response 17 5.0
Graduate GPA Less than 3.0 4 1.0
(4 points = A) 3.01-3.25 22 7.0
3.26-3.50 23 7.0
3.51-3.75 57 18.0
3.76-4.00 * 74. 24.0
No Response 128 43.0
Last Degree completed High School Diploma 7 2.5
Baccalaureate 220 21.5
Masters 68 22.0
Specialist 4 1.0
Doctorate 1 0.5
No Response 8 2.5
A .
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TABLE 2--CONTINUED

\\\\\\ Item

Response Frequency | Percentage
Numbenof undergraduate None 104 34.0,
reading qourses 1 - 92 30.0
™ 2 58 19.0
3 14 4.5
4 7 2.0
5 or more .10 3.0
Mo Response 23 7.5
Number of graduate None N 184 60.0
reading courses 1 « 42 14.0
2 s 18 6.0
3 7 2.0
4 8 2.0
5 or more 6 2.0
No Response 43 14.0
Enrolled in college Baccalaureate 6 2.0
degree program Masters 92 30.0
' Specialist N 3.5 \
Doctorate 2 0.5
EnrolTéd but not in
degree program 48 16.0
Enrolled in courses to
maintain teacher
certification 35 11.0
Not enrolled 64 21.0
No Response 50, 16.0 -

EA

30
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3 . Procedures and Instrumentation

~.

To obtain meaningful summative evaluation data fof the course, the

~

evaluation component relied upon well-defined procedures and a variety of'

instruments. (Copies of all instruments except the cognitive prefest,

midterm and posttest, appear in Appendix 1.) Table 3 presents the time-

1ine for the course, the instructional activities scheduled for each class
o .

session, and the evaluation instruments administered throughout the course.

¥
Achievement Tests

Prior to the firs;'class session all students completed a pretest

which was comp6§”/e

cognitive knowledge about dia

f 63 multiple-choice questions measuring students’

ic and prescriptive reading instruction.

Following the eighth class meeting studen ere administered a midterm

test. This examination was composed of two parts.

|
35 items based on information contained in the first séven

e first part contained
ideo programs.
The second part, composed of twenty items, served as a pretest for Tour of
the last ten programs that were not covered on the 7n1t¢a1*pretest. This
procedure was necessary because of the inability of the Reading Component
:to provide detailed information about these four pdograﬁs prior to the start
/ of the course. (Ihds, these %tems were cgnst}ucted after the course began.
During the final class meeting a posttest was administered. This test was
composed of three separate forms, one for each of the class choices: K-3,
4-6, and K-6.~ Each version was composed of thirty items which re]eted to
the last ten programs. Together, these tests were used to measure the

learning in the area of reading which occurred as an outcofe of the course.

-
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TABLE 3
SCHEDULE OF INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES

Sessions ‘ Activities
January 14 - ‘ TV 4-Channel | Laboratory
May 20, 1975 . *Evaluation Programs | Seminars | Reviews Sessions
-
1 (114/75) Pretest
Attitude Test
Background - I
A Questionnaire N e '
2 (1/21/75) 1&2 8 X
3 (1/28/175) 3 X X
4 (2/4/75) 1 ’\
5 (2/11/75) 4 &5 R X
6 (2/18/75) 6 X X
7 (2/25/75) 7 X X
8 (3/4/75) Pre- .and" Post-
% : . | test | <2
9 (3/11/75 - 8~ X X
10 (3/18/75) T~ s »
11 (3/25/175) N X X
12 (4/8/75) | . 3
13 (4/15/75) 12 & 13 X
14 (4/22/175) 14 & 15 q X
15 (4/29/75) 16 X X
16 (5/6/175) 4
17 (5/13/75) . 17 . X X
18 (5/20/75) Posttest. 5
. Attitude Test I e,
Information
Systems Ques-
4 tionnaire | —
Summative , N\\\\“-~\\\\\\
Comments Form /

=~*In addition to the evaluation instruments listed on the table,

1) the Site Coordinator's Checklist was completed after each class session
by the site coordtwator; and

2) the Class Rating For;\was completed by approximately 1/2 of the partici-
pants after each TV program, seminar, 4-channel activity and laboratory.

32
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Attitude Questionﬁaire

The attitude portion of the Combined Attitude and Background
Questionnaire was administered to participants on a pre-post basis.
The instrument contained 27 Likert scale items, with 1 = completel} disagree
and 8 = completely agree. The purpose of this instrument was to measure
participants' affective attitudes toward the procedures, techniques, and
theory ofldiagnostic and prescriptive reading instruction.

Factor analysis of the instrument revealed a unifactor structure.
The first factor accounted for 70% of the estimated common variance.
Loadings for this factor are presented in Tab1;‘4. Items having loadings
less than +.30 or greater than -.30 were deleted for purposes of scoring.fg
Responses to the 21 items remaining on the scale were added together to |
provide a single measure of the participants' attitude toward the concepts

and methods of instruction presented in the course. Item scores were

reversed for negatively worded items.

Site Coordinator's Checklist

At the end of each «tlass meeting the site coordinator completed the

Site Coordinator's Checklist. Using this simple checklist, equipment

D
.

guble and the audio and video strength were reported. This instrument
also solicited~the site coordinator's subjective evaluation of the students'’

satisfaction with the seminar and lab activities.

Class Rating Form

After gach class session, apbroximqte]y one-half of the students
completed a Class Rating Form (CRF). This questionnaire dealt with the

participants’ reactions to the day's instructional activities. The

33
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TABLE 4
FACTOR LOADINGS FOR ATTITUDE POSTTEST*

Factor
[tem # ' Content Loading -
1. Reading instruction should focus on comprehension. . 28%*
2. Students should be exposed to a variety of
experiences. .49
Analysis of oral reading miscues is worthwhile. . 20**
4. Integrate reading with all other classroom activities. .33
5. Contingency contracting is worthwhile. .52
6. Reading readiness can be developed in students. .45
7. Information systems linking diagnosis and instruction
are valuable. .47
' 8. Vocabulary should be taught through real-life
experiences. L21**
9. Grouping on skill needs is more valuable than on
instructional level. . . 26%**
10/ Students should not all read the same thing. .53
11. Teachérs should not diagnose students only in the
fall, .49
12. Emphasis given to phonics changes with student -
needs. . 1 L 90%%
13. Teache,g should diagnose student reading problems. . 26%*
14, Inf%rma] tests are used for placing students at
rith levels. .32
15. Prescriptive instruction is the best way to teach
reading. .45
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. TABLE 4--CONTINUED
b T T - - Factor
1tdn # Content o TFe=..__ Loading
Ty
‘!‘:

16. A child should: not necessarg]y read all the way

through a book. ~ .45
17. Kindergarten teachers should worry about .

comprehension. . ~ .58
18. Work with individuals, even in a large class: ' .48
19. Third grade teacher needs, mare than t .

materials. . . .82

»

20. Understand1ng graphs and tables is an aspect of

reading instryction. .64
21. A good reader need not necessarily read every word

“correctly. .57
22. Every page in a workbook need not be used. .65
23. Scores on standardized tests aren't adequate for

w~\\‘\_;;;§;\:::::‘_1ﬂifruction. .52

24, There are things a teacher can do to generate
enthusiasm. .62

Time speht diagnosing is well spent. ’ .61

26. ‘Effective materials don't necessarily include
one copy per student. .55
27. Free reading caﬁ\Pe productive. .85

»

*Items are paraphrased. Negaiive items are reworded to appear in the
positive direction. Signs for loadings are consistent with these
rewordings. :

-

**Item deleted for scoring purposes.




questionnaire sought, reactions to the TV grograms, four~channel audio
actf?ities, the live, interactive seminars, and the ]aboﬁetory activities.
On a given day, the selected participants fii]ed out only the parts of

the form that corresponded to that day's actizitfés. For purposes of
completing this instrument the class participants were randomly divided
into two groups and the responsibility for completing the-ifstrument
a1ternate& between t;e two groups. Thus on a given class day roughly half '

i \ETJthe\pqrticipants completed the appropriate sections of the CRF.

-

Information Systems Questijonnaire

-

During the last clagggégésion participants completed the Information
N Sl
Systems Questionnaire (I5Q). This ”ument had two parts. Part I was

concerned with the part1c1pants att1tudes.te;erd the 1nformat1on systems
presented in class. The fourteen items in Pert I were L1kert items to
which participants responded on a scale where one equaled strongly agree
w1th the statement and five equaled strongly disagree with the statement.
Means and’ staﬁéard deviations were calclated for each item in this section.

Part II of the instrument was concerned with the degree to which
participants used information systems to assist them in. developing course
materials for the classes they teach. These_items—were‘ﬁ?(tﬁe'yegyee ’ V."’—i{

variety and frequency counts of the responses were tabulated.

Summative Comments Form - 4

7

The Summative Comments form was administered to measure student
and site coordinator perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the
course. On the first part answers were solicited to determine what site

coordinators and partidipants specifically liked or disliked about the

36
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course. The second part asked them to rate ten instructional activfties
accord1ng to the quantity of usefu] information they received from each

The standard of reference was the average, graduate level course. An
eight-point Likert scale (1 = outstanding to 8 = unacceptable) was-used for -

the rating. Mean scores were ca1cu1ated for each _of-the items.

//

‘ | P




RESULTS

“In the introductory section it was stated that this report would
attempt to answer five research questions. The results, which fo]]ow; are

organized around and presented for each of these questions.

- How much did the course participants learn?

As may be seen in Table 5, several versions of gbg#achievemeﬁt—téstSf;;z_ﬂ‘7

were required to measure achievement ovet%;be»§éVera1 optional paths

available in the course. In ordggéiﬁfgetter analyze gains made 1in
7 ’
cognitive achievement, iz/wa§ decided to use as the premeasure the
=

percentage right out of all 83 pretest items; and as the postmeasure the $
percentage rigﬁg'out of the 35 midterm items plus the 33 final exam items

selected by the student. An analysis of variance done on the pre- to post-

gain, by course option, indicated no significant differences in achievement

- -

associated with the different course options. Thus, the option selected

was nof/i>yariab1e that needed to be considered in the evaluation df

pre- to postgains. i -7

e

o \\\\\\\ fhe ana]ysf§/bf varianée design used for the gain analysis was as
follows. It was decided td\Eﬁéiyze\gqip on the attitude scale along with
gl e .
the achievement test gain. Thus, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was_ppprop?fgte. Procedures described by Finn (1968, 1969) for
~
repeated measures designs were followed. The MANOVA included three factors
‘; -
28 o
Q . ‘ |
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) with repeated measures on the third factor. The first factor was RESA

. triangle (T). This factor had five levels and was considered to have 3
fixed effects. The second factor was sites: since eachbsite was associated

-

/" with a RESA triangle, the sites were considered to be nested within

. S .
triangles (S:T). This factor‘bad three levels and was considered to have
randomleffects. The third factor was pre- vs. postcourse administration ‘
%AS; this factor had two levels. . ’ ‘

The MANOVA revealed significant differences between and within tri-,
angles due to administrations (Table 6). To determine which of the dependent
variables were affected, univarate and step-down F's were computed. fhese
statistics indicated significant effects on the achievement variable for
both A and A x S:T sources of variance (Table 7). Results of the MANOVA -
dnalysis for the precourse scores (Table 8)\%ndicate that there were a
differences between sites on_Fhe/achievement variable (Table 9). The
MANOVA run on the postcourse scores (Table 10) revealed no significant‘

-

/ v
////,/f‘/ differences attributable to triangles or sites.
i

The mean proportion }ight for the overall (combined) pre-achis:sment
measure was .489 (sd = .101) and for/the overall postmeasure was .714 “
(sd = .098). Thisnﬁgét mean is fairly high, and it may be concluded that
Jnasgery'of the material was achieved by the parfgcipants Since many of the
//,,,/%tems*had been used before, it was possible to screen out items that were
too easy, thus, a mean of over 70% is quite good. The core of these

ach[gyement 1tems was the set of criterion- referenced items wr1tten for

-

the DPRI K-3 course,offered during the summer, 1974. _These items were’

- $elected and revised based on item reliability, difficulty, and discrimi-

s




“(y TABLE 6
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS

( Source, -
# .
Between Subjects
Triangles (T) ) -
e,
Sites within Triangles (5:T)
Within®Subjects
. . N
Administrations (A) 2,264 10.66 \‘t::‘;gggldﬂ
AXT. : 8,14 .60 ¥ 77
Ax ST _ 20,528 2.38 0008
» A\
TABLE 7 : »
UNIVARIATE AOV RESULTS FORNSIGNIFICANT MULTIVARIATE CONTRASES
e . ~
. . , ®
Contrast Variable Univ. F p< Step~Rown F p<
Achievement 21.39 . .0001 21.39 .0001l L
A \
Attitude .001 97 - .02 .89
Achievement 4.08 .0001 4,08 ..0001
Ax S:t v : :
. Attitude . .79 .64 .79 .64
Y
\. ¢
N ) ”» \
¢ ¢ N
RS , , - *‘: *
) Yo ~
-csil - ) ) ) 41 .
" - '
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- ‘ TABLE 8
. MANOVA RESULTS FOR PRECOURSE MEASURES ONLY y
~N

/

Source - df ' Mult, F p<

t S—

Between Subjects

. T 8,18 R ‘ .9222 5213

S:T 20,532 1.9546 .0081

N4

TABLE 9
“ ¥
UNIVARIATE AOV OF PRECOURSE MEASURES FOR SIGNIFICANT MANOVA CONTRASTS

Contrast - Variable Univ. F p< Step-Down F p<

Achieve‘_r( t

Attitude

.0094 2.4072 .0094
5:T ;

1.5177 , . .1328 N

“TABLE-10
. : \J\\‘ %
7 RN "\ e
\ MANOQVA RESULTS POSTCOURSE MEASURES ONLY \#<§
~ = r |
Source df Te Mult. F p<

Between Subjects

T .8,18 - “ 1.3216 .2946
LAl 20,532 1.4124 .1098
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nation indexes. By eliminating the easy and undiscriminating 1tems, the
nature of the ach1evement test changed. It became an 1nstrument that
diseriminated among 1nd1v1duals based on content know]edge rather than a
criterion-referenced instrument that covered all content, trivial or not.
Basically, the test became har@er, even though 20 new items were added for
the new programs~

The reason no gains were recorded for the attitude sca]é may be
that the participants' attitudes upon entry to fﬁe course were very positive
and) it was difficult for the attitude socres to be substantially improved
as a function of the course. The pre- and postcourse means for the
attitude scale items are.presented ip Table 11. (These meaﬁs are not
reversed; for obtaining the total score, responses to negative items were
reversed). The precourse mean for the attitude scale was 147.28§ )
(sd = 15.402) and the po$tcourse mean was 153.835 (sd = 76, 521) These
trans]ate into mean item scores on the eight-point Likert scale of 7.X0%—

(pre) and 7.325 (post) and a per item mean gain in attitude of .311.

- How effective were the 1eérning<ac;jvities included in
the course? How might they be improv;d?\\\

Information relative to the perceived effectiveness of each learning
activity was obtained from the Class Rating Form and the Site Coordinator's
Checklist. The 1earnin§ activities rated were the thevised‘programs, four-
channel audjo reviews, seminars and laboratory sessions. The Class Rating
Form provided separate, ratings for each activity ol each class day. These
ratings are summgrized acrossw. gccasions fo;,gach of the learning activities,

that is, the frequencies of responses to each alternative of each item are

43
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TABLE 1
ITEM MEANS FROM ATTITUDE SCALE(,—
Item Pre-Mean " SD - Post-Mean ~ SD
|
- \ .
1 6.10 2.00 7.13 1.31
2 7.38 1.30 7.67 .89
3 2.64 1.80 4,25~ - _ 2.39
4 7.44 1.42° 7.63 =300
5 2.76 1.85 1.89 1.45
6 - 1.56 1.54 1.56 1.53
7 7.07 1.28 7.01 1.31
8 \\\ 6.61 1.46 .7.04 1.20
9 6.15 1.95 6.52 1.88
0 1.45 1.05 1.29 .82
n 1.52 1.54 1.40 1.34
12 6.71 1.77 6.89 1.55
13 = 6.42 1.91 6.68 1.8
14 5.99 196 | 6.85 1.66
15 6.16 1.66 7.08 1.33
16 - 2.48 1.81 2.18 1.71
17 1.65 1.47 1.60 1.39
18 1.95 1.76 1,92 7 1.63
1g¢ *.27 . 1.02 1.15 1.70
20~ .64 ~~J:30 1.51 .21
21 1.98 , \\ngah 1.84 1.44
2 \ 1.85 1.4 1.51 1.13
23 2.62 1.79  ~. 1.99 1.49
24 \  1.66 1.37 1.52 1.20
25 2.18 1.62 .16 1.40
26 2.47 2.04 96 e 1.
.27 1.51 1.18. 1.21 - 76

4

Note: 8 point Likert scale - 8 = angagree

~

™\
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summed across all TV programs, ¥our-channe1 audio reviews, seminars or
laboratory sessions. These results are discussed in subsequent sections of
" the report. (For the mean ratings of individual activities see Appendix 2.)
Table 12 presents the site coordinator ratings o% participant satisfaction
with the instructional activities. The frequencies in this table correspond
to separate activities except for the rat1n§§ of televised programs where

two prbgrams were presented on a single day. In this case the rating is .'

l
i

given for the two televised programs together.

There is considerable var;ation in the ratings of activities across
occasions, and fhis information is valuable fgr program revision or as a "y
guide to the development of new programming 6f a similar nature. Space
does not permit a thorough discussion of each separate televised program,
) b_activity, etc. Therefore, the focus of this section will be on the
overall participation ratjngs(taken from the Class Rating FGrm (Tables
13-16) and on the site coordinator rat%ngs reported in Table 16.

ReE?EEenLg}jve student comments will be introduced where appropriate to

“illustrate khg\ii:ﬁra1 points that are made.
Py ~
A ol

» Televised Programs

’ As sthn in Table 13 (Part I of the CRF) participant evaluation of
the programs (item 14) was "good" to "very good". Assigning poinf Va]ue; of
5 for excellent to 1 for poor to the possible responses for the question,
a median rating of 3.68 was obtained on this item. Responses to thg other
items reflected the same general level of satisfaction with the programs.

Students expressed Tittle concern for' major revisions of the televised

o
X3
wl
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TABLE 12

FREQUENCY OF SITE COORDINATORS RATINGS OF PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION
WITH INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES

TV Program 4-Channel Laboratory
Session Program*
High Moderate Low| High Moderate Low| High Moderate Low
2 T-1,2 | 12 3 0 ok 10 2 2
3 V-3 13 2 o| s 6 0] 10 5 0
I 0 ok 2 11
5  TV-4,5 | 13 1 0 ok 10 30
6 TV-G& 0 4 ol 7 5 1] 8 5 0
7 V-7 9 4 o| 8 6 0| 6 7
8 S-2 10 3 2 *k 3 1 0
9 TV-8 0 4 0| 8 5 0| 9 4 0
0 9,0 M 4 0 o 8 6 0
nW-n n 3 ol e 5 ol 9 a4 o
12 5-3 9 5 0 *k 4 2 0
13 W-r3E 4 0 ok 6 701
14 TV-14,15| 9 6 0 ok 8 5 0
15 TV-16 no3 o| 6 5 2| 7 5 0
16 -4 7 5 0 ok 1 0o 0
PRRE TRY 8 5 0] 6 4 2| 3 8 0
18 S-5 4 4 4 ok " *ok
TOTAL 161 67 6 |51 3 5|104 685 5
~

*TY - pretaped video program, S - live, interactive seminar

**No 4-channel or laboratory.

ERIC 16
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TABLE 13
CLASS RATING FORM SUMFMARIZED ACROSS ALL PROGRAMS .

Part I -;NTelevised Programs

Item # * Content Frequency Percentage

1 Presentation mode most effective in helping
you to understand today's program

a) Instructor talking on screen 396 21%
b) Classroom scenes, instructor describing 669 36%
c) Instructor explaining charts 92 5%
d) Teacher working with students 534 29%
e) Interviews with experts or practitioners 164 9%

2 Presentation mode least effective

a) Instructor talking on screen 510 28%
b) Classroom scenes, instructor describing 225 12%
c) Instructor explaining charts 439 24%
d) Teacher working with students 233 13%
e) Interviews with experts or practitioners 410 23%

3 Presentation more effective if altered

a) Less material at greater depth 201 11%
b) Less material because it was‘too much’
to comprehend : 162 9%
c) More material relevant to central issues 181 0%
- e) Coverage was adequate 1297 70%

4 Discussion improved if more time spent on

a) Theoretical aspects 52 3%

b) Procedures for using materials 309 17%

c) Examples of applications in classroom " 466 25%

d) Adequate mix: theory, procedure and _ '
application 1023 55%

13 4
5 Programs would be. better if less time was

devoted to . ’

a) Theoretical aspects 371 20%

b) Procedures for using materials 63 3%

c) Fewer examples of classroom applications 96 5%

d) Program was an adequate mix 1293 71%

Q ‘ 47
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TABLE 13--CONTINUED -
Content Frequency Percentage

Which one would make the moderator more
acceptable?
a) Enunciated more carefully ) 67 4% \.
b) If he understood more of the subject 22 12
c) If he talked in a more natural way 297 16%
d) Acceptable as is 1452 79%
Improvement needed to make lecture easier to
follow
a) More explicit -transitions between ideas 81 4%
bg More careful organization of main points 42 2%
c) Greater amplification of main points 340 18%
d) More summary statements 329 8%
e) Acceptable as is 1060 57%
Effect of program on teaching
ag Little or no relevance m 6%
b) Would 1ike to use it, but probably won't 208 1%
c) Would 1ike to use it, but don't under-

stand it enough 179 10%
d) I plan to use it . 1017 55%
e) Something I already know or am using 338 - 18%
More close-ups needed
a) Yes . ' 132 7%
b) No . 1693 93%
Need’ﬁzre close-ups of charts and written
mqté;ja]s |
a; Yes ‘ 580 32%
b) No 1248 68%
Need to hold written material on the screen A
longer <;\
a; Yes 849 46%
b) No 985 54%

48
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TABLE 13--CONTINUED
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N\ {
Item # }~‘y Content Frequency Percentage
12 Need to hold written material on less time
a) Yes 76 4%
2 b) No 1743 96%
] 13 Pace of the program needs to move
a) Slower 378 21%
b) Faster 125 7%
c) Acceptable as is 1329 72%
14 Overall evaluation of TV program
a) Excellent — 300 16%
b) Very good 740 40%
¢) Good 629 34%
d) Fair 150 8%
e) Poor 25 1%
15 Do you have a specific comment
a) Yes 215 128"
b) No 1602 88%

49
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~

portions of the course, though in looking at the data for individual

programs there are some program specific suggestions which could be made.

Of the three instructional activities rated on the Site Coordinator's

Checklist- (Table 12), site coordinators rated participant satisfaction with
the te]evisea programs the highest, with 69% reporting high satisfaction,
29% moderate satisfaction and only 2% indicating low satisfacti;n. These
ratings are in agreement with Fhose made by participants on the Class
Rating Form.

] Considering the ratings of—vérious aspects of the televised
progfams included in Table 13, the pace of fhé{programs was rated as
acceptable (72% responded this way on item 13). Ratings also indicated
that the moderator was acceptable as he was (79% on item 6). Further, the
level of coverage of the materiaT'was adequate (70% on item 3), and there
was ﬁhought to be an adequate mix between practical and theoretical
ipformation presented in the course (items 4-5). The presentation modes
(item 1) thought to be most helpful in_ponveying information were class-
room scenes with the moderatoQ\Broviding a description (36%) and classroom
scenes of the feacher working with students with no voice-over moderation
(29%). The presentation modes (item 2) that were rated least effective

in communicating information were segments with the instructor on the

set (28%) and interviews with experts and practitioners (23%). Of course,

it must be remembered in items 1-2 that the students could only rate

presentation modes that were used in the program being rated and that the
presentation modes varied across programs. Thus, the ratings here reflect
both the degree of usage of the several modes listed as well as their

perceived effectiveness.

50
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Several items on Part I of the CRF dealt with rather techﬁipﬁi
features of television production. These were items 11-12, dealing with
the amount of time written materials were held on the screen; items §fio,
dealing with the number of close-up shots used; and item 7f dealing with
the presentation and treatment of main ideas convexed in £he programs.

The overall reﬁponse to all of these items was that the set of felevised
programs was a&equate in all of these réspects. Specific suggestions for
revision may be obtained from the responses to individual programs.

The final item from Part I of the CRF to be discussed is in some
ways the most 1hportant. Item 8 asked: "What effect do you think today's
program will have on your teaching?“; '

v It is encouraging here that 55% of the participants said the
1nég;;;;1on conveyed in the program was something they planned to use in
// ﬁpeir classrooms, 18% of the participants were already using it, and only
6% thought that it had Tittle or no relevance to their own teaching. Some
comments written by the participants as they filled out Part I of the CRF

are 1nc1uded9]ow A

"I thought the program was good. My only suggestion would
be to take notes."

"I felt many important points were lost because they were
covered too quickly." .--

"PTease leave the written lists or charts on longer and
have them a 1ittle bigger. The transmission of the program
was fuzzy and some of the video was ]ost due to the sma]]-
ness, of the wording."

"One point - the program tends to speed through when
listing materials or points, which makes the classroom
scene sequences seem more tedious in contrast."

“The program was very 1hterest1n§ and reinforced readings.
Needed longer or slower presentation of analysis which is
harder for me to grasp."




"I ;%preciated the exposure to another section of our

courfty school system but was pleased with the examples
N Tocally."

"I felt that the ledtures are very good, but I would like
to see the important|summary statements be put on charts
for a longer period of time. At times, the sumary state-

// © ments are presented s quick]y and I miss many important

facts." T
\ -

"Great organization, beautiful presentation, but too fast."
\

|
|

* Four-Channel Audio

v
v

Part II of the Class Rat{ng Form queried participants about
different features of the audio review segments. As shown in Table 14
the overall participant evaluation (item 52) of the four~channel audio
review activities was somewhat Tower than that for the televised programs ,
(though the median response of 3.58 was again in "good" to "very good"
range. Accordingly, ratings by site coordinators favored tpis same trend,

with 56% reporting-high, 39% moderate and 5% reporting low participant

satisfaction with this activity. As can be seen in Table 14, the technical
features of the fpur-channel audio reviews--channel changing, volume,
static, etc.,--Were generally rated as excellent (items 41-45). However,
there were prfblems at specific sites, especially regarding the presence
of static odd noises. Regarding the time allotted for choosing a

nd the number of items .included ééch day, participants felt

e interval (item 46) was about right (76%) and that the number of
and the length of the items (item 48) was about right as it was
(56%). There was some sentiment in support of increasing the number of

items (35% chose a, b, or c on item 48).

®



4
43
- 4 N ’
TABLE 14 ,
CLASS RATING FORM SUMMARIZED ACROSS ALL OCCASIONS.,
/ A

, = —==
*F’///,wﬂPart II -- Four-Channel Audijfgfgff%;?,
// R \// .
Item # Content Freguency Percentage
4 Hear nothing when button p ? ]

a) Yes 143 15%
b) No ﬂ ) : 807 85% ¢

42 Was the volume satisfactory?

ag Yes - 888 93%
b) No . 62 7%
43 Did you ever not get the channel you
selected? .
ag Yes ‘ ‘ 76 8%
b) No 871 92%
44 Hear two or more channels at once? }
a) VYes 128 14%
, b) No 816 86¢%
45 Hear static or odd noises?
ag Yes \ § o222 24%.
b) No 718 76%
o ‘ N
46 Time interval for response choice i
a) Too long " 204 22%
bg Too short 18 . 2%
c) About right 723 76%
. X \(N -
47 Change to improve relevancy N
a) Content deal more thoroughly with )
concepts 35 4%
b) Content focus more on application . 109 . Ny
c) Content expanded or relevaft concepts 53 - 6%
d) Good as is 747 79%

53
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P
,/JABLE 14~-CONTINUED
Item # - Content > Frequency Percentage
48 Improve four-channel audio segment )
-~ a) More but shorter items 146 15% @
b) More items of same length as now 173 18% .
c) More items of greater length than now 22 2% .,
, d) Enough items, proper length now 525 56%
e) Problem is not items, but use of audio
segment as an instructional medium 80 9%
49 Improve questions
a) Shorter ) 118 2% -
b) .Problem more clearly stated 4 48 5%
c) Bothad&hb : 90 10%
d) Satisfactory length and clarity 689 73%
50  Improve alternatives ’
a) Shorter x 174 18%
b) Longer 25 3%
c) Fewer 29 3%
d) Good as is 715 76%
51 Improve explanation of answers _’
-~ a) More thorough and same length 41 4%
b) Briefer, more to the point 173 19%
c) Longer and more thorough 27, 3%
d) Adequate length and coverage 696 74%
. 52 Qverall evaluation of four-channel audid
+ segment _
a) Excellent 146 16%
b) Very good 344 37%
c) Good Ve 324 34%
hd; Fair * 96 10% :
e) Poor — 31 o 3%

53 Specific comments

a) VYes
b) No




a -

Four items from Part’ -RE concerned the quality of the

four-chaﬁne] questions. On item 49, 73% of the participants expréssed the’
'fee11ng that the ttems were sathfactory in regard to 1ength and clarity.
. The &ﬁﬁﬁ%h and number of a]ternat1ve answers (1tém 50) were also rated as

satisfactory (76%). In-terms ofrthe theoretical versus applied or1entat1on
N

of the items, 79% of the participants fe]t that the items were acceptab]e
L N g
as they were. Regard1ng the 1ength and 1eve1 of coverage of the explana-

t1ons of answers included in the .four-channel aud1o review, ,74% of the
part1c1pants felt that the materials were adequate in this respect (1tem 51).

+ The comments wh1ch follow reflect part1c1pants genera] 11kes and
\

-\ dislikes regarding the fgur -channel audio reviews.

- "I enjoyed the four-channe] audio segment and found this
“segment of the program very interesting."

« 'Jhere is an improvement in the/four-channel over last
summer. Changes have been made ~for the better. The
d1rect1ons are br1efer and. the questions are shorter and
clearer.'

"The question and responses do notallow me to answer quest?bns
accurately. On many questions, I could not find an adequate
response and was forced to choose the one that was the least
- false." . .- ,
b

"The alternatives were so ridiculous that they made the correct ¢
answer obvious. The choices would be more challenging if
they were partially true and we were asked to choose the

best of the four." -

NN "I tHolght_the four-channel segment very interesting and
helpful. I wish thereiwould have been more questions '
to answer." . .

"In my opinion, the four-channel audio segment is the least

‘$§1pfu1 of the components of this course--espec1a11y for all
" e time and effort of plugging in, etdS It seems like a

Tot of 'trouble' just ta answer four little questions which,
- to me, could be more of atlearning tool if read by the c]ass
.1eadenband discussed among the group--or dispense with those

questions altogether and let the ciass members use this time

to discuss things that interest or puzzle them about the lab
-or lecture."

o - N 55
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;. "There were overtones in earphdnes of other answers due to
| technical problems, and. the deYay for stlecting an answer
. resulted in a waste of time for me."
> "Four-channel audio’ was beneficial in that we were able to
apply information and were given feedback."

v "I benefited greatly from the four-channel audio segment--
I would 1ike the time on this segment to be increased."

"The alternatives were too closely related and as I listened I .
- could not see a great-deal of difference in most of them."

"I Tike the four-channel audio segment because it makes you
apply what you have gotten in your readings and from the

television lectures, but I do feel that there could be more
questions given." §

Seminars
. » - _
As presented in Table 15, the median overall rating (3.58) for the

seminars (item 89) was in the "good" to "very good" range. It is somewhat
lTower than the rating for the televised programs. .
Participants made several suggestions for imprpving thelgeminar
: format. They expressed a desire (item 81) to keep the length of the
seminar at about one hour, but to allow a 15-minute intermission (34%) to P
give students more tiﬁe to generate questions. Too, participants suggested \
that they be given.more opportunities to generate questions prior to\each
aﬁ;7’\§éminar program (24%). Additionally, (item 83) particibants felt that the
seminars would be improved by beginning them with short content summa;ies
~ « (38%) or new i]]ustratiqns or &emodsfratioés (23%). 06 item 82, most (62%)
of the participants felt that the panel combosition for the seminars was

fine as it was, but 25% suggested the use of more teachers on the panels.

P

56
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- TABLE 15
CLASS RATING FORM SUMMARIZED ACROSS ALL OCCASIONS

Part III -- Seminars oot
€ s -
tem # Content Frequency Percentage
8177 Improve effectiveness of seminar by format
change ‘
g 1 hr TV seminar and 15 min intermission 219 34%
b) 2 hr TV seminar and 15 min intermission 26 4%
1 hr TV seminar and opportunity to
gengrate questions during and 15 min
prior to the program 158 24%
d) 1 hr TV seminar with direct voice hook-
‘ up . 208 32%
e) 1 hr conference call 35 5%

82 Ihprove effectiveness ofseminar

a) Course instructor only 44 7%
b§ Use more teachers as guests 166 25%
c) Use more professors and experts as guests 42 6%
d) Fine as is e S 405 62%
83 Facilitate the generation of more meaningful
/3uest1ons
al Begin with 10 minute course content s
, summary  ° - 245 38%
b) Begin with™10 minute film of previous . .
programs - . 67 10%
c) Begin with short illustration of new i
. demonstrations 151 23%
d) Use whole seminar for question answering
and none for question stimulation 190 29%

84 Increase the value of the answers to the &

questions
| a) Less theory ’ 36 6%
<$~/ ‘ b) More classroom examples 14 21%
c) More direct answers 157 24%

e d) Satisfied as is ’ 322 39%

57
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TABLE 15--CONTINUED

Item # Content Frequency Percentage
85 Sem%hgr hpderator more effective
a) Keep guests more on topic 85 15%
b) Provide occasional summary 318 54%
c) Allow each guest equal time 53 9%
d) Keep a faster pace. 129 22%
86 Improve usefulness of dliest's presentation
a) Not repeating themselves 45 7%
b) Keep on topic ~ 42 6%
c) Allow them to express themselves better 30 5%
d) Relate answer to practical situation 264 40%
e) Excellent as is’ 274 42%
87 Expected usefulness of follow-up answer via
teletype or VHF ‘
a)~ Yes 545 89%
b) No B 70 Mn%
88 Advisability of continuing to answer )
questions via teletype or VHF
a) Yes’ 581 91%
b) No ~ e 56 9%
89 Overall evaluation of seminar
a; Excellent ' 109 17%
b) Very good ~ 242 37%
c) Good 176 27% L
d§ Fair - 97 15%15\
e) Poor 34 5%
© 90 Specific comments
a) Yes T 109 17%
b) No 527 83%
Ve
[CN \
.
.\\:g"
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The partigipants felt that the seminar moderatdr (item 85) could
be more effectiv; in providing occasional summaries 154%) and keeping up
the pace of the seminar (22%). It was also suggested by some (item 86)
fﬁif‘thé‘@ﬁé?fgfghou1d relate their answers to more practical situations
(40%), though 42% of thg\participants felt that the guests were excellent.

Sentiments similar to those expressed toward the seminar guests were
¥

expressed in item 84 concerning the relationship between the quality of

the seminars and nature of the answers to questions.’
.

A final aspect of the seminar ratings related to the usefulness the
transmission via teletype of answers to questions not included during the
seminar broadcasts. Participants overwhelmingly (91%) responded (item 88)
that this procedure should be continued and (item 87) felt that this was
a useful activity (89%).

General suggéstions about the seminars are reflected in the following
comments made by participants on the CRF. .

“0vera11?‘% feel that this seminar (1ike the others ) was very
interesting and enlightening. However, I do feel that some

of the answers given were a bit 'idealistic'. (I'm basing my
comment on my own experiences in six years of teaching plus
those experiences related to me by other teachers.)"

"Too many of the questions:.were similar. Also, much of the
time was spent in answering questions which could be answered
if people were reading their assignments. Isn't there some

way of cutting out this type of question--or at least answering
them without all of the students sitting through it. This
simply drags the seminar out too long."

"I feel the seminar guests were often too direct--giving a
simple answer to a complicated abstract question. I also
feel that many of the questions were not worthwhile--a fault
of the students."

5
+ "The seminar was interesting and useful! I enjoyed the

interaction between guests and moderator. It cleared up a
lot of problems for me that I've wondered about."

09
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"Someone should be screening the questions more carefully so
the speakers do not have to keep repeating themselves over
and over again."

"The speakers were not aware of the problems that exist in
our area of teaching and therefore could not answer our
questions adequately. The questions were not answered directly."”

“Questions relating to material already given by the project,
such as simple definitions, should be omittede You have provided
us with the definitions of all the terms used. Your seminar is
valuable, but should be screened a little more carefully."

"I feel that the seminar would be more effective if the tele-
type machine were not used during this time."

"Most of us respond enthusiastically to the practical, down-
to-earth answers and ideas of the teachers on the panel--
or those who obviously work with children."

"Seminars are too lenghty--hard to sustain interest for full
hour. Peshaps have them more often and for shorter periods
of time.

"Guests' answers were not direct enough. They answered more
optimistically than with a practical viewpoint. Teachers know
they need to organize, but how? Guests need to have more
practical suggestions for teachers who have no aides and few
local resources."

Laboratory Activities

In terms of participant satisfaction with the instructional
activities, ghe laboratory activities were rated below the TV programs
and abovethé four-channe; audio reviews, according to reports by site
coordipators on the SCC. Reports of high, moderate and low participant
satisfaction with the labs were 60%, 37% and 3% respectively. Table 16
presents participant ratings from the Class Rating Form. As can be seen

from the table, the median overall rating (3.36) of the lab activities

was "good" (item 132). In regard to more specific questions, when asked.

whether the activities were related to the topic (item 125),,whether the

60
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} o TABLE 16

CLASS RATING FORM SUMMARIZED ACROSS ALL OCCASIONS |

Part IV -- Laboratory Activities “

Item # Content Frequency Percentage |

121 Use of maferia]s from reference shelf

a) Not enough time 79 6%
bg No need 823 63%
c) Used the materials a little 249 19%
d) Used the materials quite a bit 158 - 12%

122 Amount of-time spent working in lab

a) 30 minutes or less R 249 19%
b) 45 minutes 253 19%
¢) 60 minutes 336 26%
d; 90 minutes 320 24%
e) 2 hours or more 151 12%
123 Improve lab by - -
> a) Covefﬁng/ﬁG}e material 89 7%
b) Covering less material 252 19%
c) Lab was OK 971 74%

124 Clearer instructions are needed

‘ a) Yes 231 18%
‘ b) No . : 1059 82%

125 Selected lab activities more related to
: today's topic

a) Yes 12 9%
b) OK as is 1172 91%

126 Need more time

a) Yes 209 16%
b) OK as is : 1091 84%

127 Make activities more applied and practical

a) Yes . ' 172 . 13%
0K as is 1127 87%
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TABLE 16--CONTINUED

129

130

131

132

‘133

134"

Content
Require less material to be read prior to
. class
a) VYes )
b) 0K as is

Require more relevant prior readings

a; Yes
b) 0K as is

Need more relevant materials on shelf

a) Yes
bg Adequate as is ST N

Needed more useful homework assigned
last week

a) Yes
b) Useful as was

Overall evaluation

a) -Excellent
b) Very good

¢) Good
d) Fair
e) Poor -

Any especially creative activities

a) VYes ’
b) No.

Specific comments
a) VYes

b) No

Frequency Percentage

438
858

108
1ma

191
1020

141
1091

134
4§15
550
121

3

283
955

71
1140

34%
66%

9%
9N%

16%
84%

1%
89%

11%
33%
447
10%

2%

23%
77%

6%
94%

62
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balance between practical and theoretical content was appropriate (item 127),
participants overwhelmingly responded in the affirmative. In response to
item 130, 84% of the participants indicated that there were sufficient
materials on the reference'shelf; however, in item 121, 63% of the
respondents indicated (across occasionsf that there was no need to use these
materia]s.

’A number of specific features of the lab were included on this part
of the Class Rating Form. The median time spent working on the lab materials
(item 122) was about one hour per class meeting, and 84% of the participants
indicated (item 126) that this amount of time was sufficient. In item 123 the
labs were felt (74%) to include an app;opriate level of material coverage.:
The amount of reading to be compieted prior to class (item 128-129) was
thought to be appropriate or perhaps (34% on item 128) a little too heavy,
and the homework assigned after each class meeting (item 131) was thought

to be useful by 89% of the participants.

Participant comments regarding the laboratory sessions were as

, follows.

"I feel that it would be more beneficial if we could spend more
time during our 'labs' completing assignments on site--then, if
(and when) problems arise, we can get immediate feedback, inch
I feel would be more benef1c1al " \

A
"I find the lab very confusing. I feel a need for more specific
directions especially in receiving the materials."

"I feel the ancillary packet is the best part o6f the course--

seems to be very well planned and coordinated and we certainly

do appreciate the amount of thought that has gone into gathering

all the needed information so that we don't have to search >
frantically for all sorts of things--it's organized clearly

and I appreciate its being basically 'self-contained'."

"Having to share one set of materials is difficult."”

63
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“There is too much material for length of time allotted. I
believe more lab time would result in less confusion."
“The lab is very helpful for individualized reading."

"There was really too much time provided for what activity
we had to do." ‘

“I am getting many ideas from the course. I don't mind the

readings and generalization sheets, but after working all

day at school, I feel that we are asked to do too much out-

side work. I have a graduate degree and havé taken courses

in other states. This course has more outside work than

any of the other semester courses I've taken,"

"It is hard to randomly sit down with someone and begin

activifies, especially when left to find our own groups

(which wasn't true of today's lab). However, I would rather

do some of these things with another person, if they are

relevant and helpful ?which is true of today's lab)."

"The material covered is too much to do a good job with

for the length of time that I can spend working on it."

- How reliable was the equipment used in conducting thé course?

Three equipment systems were used to transmit the learning
activities of the course. These were: 1) the audio-video delivery system;

: ¥
2) the VHF-teletype relay system; and 3) the four-channel audio review
equipment system. These systems are depicted in Figures 2, 3 and 4,
which follow, and are described in detail in Technical Report #5 (Bramble,
Ausness and Freeman, 1975).

As illustrated in the aforementioned figures, each of the three
delivery systems was dependent on the use of either one or both of the ATS
satellites for transmission‘of the various course learning activities. The
pretaped video prpgram§ and the four-channel audio reviews were broadcast
via the audio-video delivery system, which utilized ATS-6. The live

seminars were also broadcast via ATS-6; however, questions to the seminar

64
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panel were transmitted from the sites via the VHF-teletype relay system,

" which utilized ATS-3.

To gather information regarding the quality of reception and equip-
ment reliability, the site coordinators were asked to complete the Site

Coordinator's Checklist (SCC) after each class session (a copy of this

instrument is presented in Appendix 1). The quality of reception ratings
. v

from the SCC are summdrized in Table 17. As shown in the table, signal
quality was either excellent or* contained only minor distortion for 97.7%
of the TV audio and 99.6% of the TV video transmissions. Too, the VHF

radio transmissions were excellent or contained minor distortion 94.0%
Ed

-

of the time. These ratings indicate excellent reported reception. These
s

perceritages are based on the total number of ratings received each session,
rath?r than on the total number of broadcasts received at each site. ”‘\

Specific equipment problems reported on the SCC are detailed in

Table 18. As may be seen, the greatest number of problems was experienced i
with the teletype machine, whiqh had a reliability of 88.6%. The TV

reception equipment had the highest reliability, 96.8%, with problems being

reported only 3.2% of the time.™ Reliabilities for the VHF and the four-

channel equipmént were 91.8% and 96.2%, respectively. Some miscellaneous .

prob]émi/ﬂélated t;\equipment and other sh tégaings of the course are &

detailed in Table 19. ///,/////Tf/gp ‘ *;Z‘

The reliability and reception quality for this course were the best
experienced for all four courses offered by the AESP. From this 1t appears

that most of the “bugs“‘in the system have been worked out. This high level

of equipment performance cessary if satellite transmission of educational
programs is to become commonplace. &
-, \J
68 4, o)
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TABLE 18

EQUIPMENT PROBLEMS FROM SITE COORDINATOR'S CHECKLIST
SUMMED ACROSS SITES AND SESSIONS
(BASED ON 99% RESPONSE RATE FROM SITE COORDINATORS).

4

' Frequenqy Percentage
gquipment of Problems of Problems
- ~

TV re@bptioh equipment

Parabolic antenna - 1 . 4% .
2.6 GHz receiver ' 4 1.6%

, ]
TV monitor/receiver 3 . 1.2% .

| VHF réception equipment '
. Heﬁica1 antenna ° -3 . 3.5%
VHF console 4 4.7%
Teletype equipment ,
Machine ' : 0. 7.8%

Teletype Tine ¥ 6 2.9
EIA fnterface (teletype to ATSI) 3 WY
4-channel equihment 4 3.8% -
" Connections and/or intérconnecting cables . 2 .8%

Note: Percentages based on actual number of problems divided number
“ of possible uses of equipment. A1l equipment could be used at
lTeast 255 times (17 programs times 15 sites) except for VHF
equipment (85 times, 17 programs times 5 sites) and 4-channel
(105 times, 7 programs times 15 sites).

.*One problem with the master audio unit and three problems with the
cassette tape recorder. -




TABLE 19

kS

SUMMARY OF MISCELLANEOUS PROBLEMS FROM SITE COORDINATOR'S CHECKLIST

i

Naturé of Prob]gm Session, (number of sites reporting)
, .
Delay in program broadcast* - 7(8), 12(3), 14(1), 15(2), 16(1) W
. Low attendance** 5(1), 6(2), 1’6&11(2), 15(1) N
. ~ PR \t

Cancellation or postponement of

class*** 4(3), 5(1)_’7t? o ~
Mi%sing laboratory materials****  §5(1), 6(1), 7(3), 8(1) A

Missing evaluation materijals*** 3(1)

*Due to problems at Rosmanvuplink station for session 7, or due to weak
reception problems (1oose connections, etc.) ’

**Reasons given either weather, i1lness or ball games

f**Reasons given were 1) weather and 2) loss of éudio signal

» *¥***Problems were 1) insufficient copies of one text book, 2) missing

a cassette tape for the miscue analysis, 3) missing lost section of
laboratory assignment (3 sites) and 4) insufficient.copies of laboratory
assignments ‘ - ‘

**xk*Problem was insufficient copies of class rating form

-3
ok
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~ How valuable were the'information systems that were available .
to the course participants?
To gather information regarding the above question, the DPRI
Information SyEtemstuestionnaire (ISQ) was administered to the participants
on the last day of class. “Fhe ISQ had two parts: Part I consisted of
; N —2O
ten Likert type statements, and Part Il consisted of 22 multiple-choice
questions (a copy of the ISQ is presented in Appendix 1).

Part I contained»five items @hat related to the usefulness of the

"Select-Ed information system and five items that related to the Kentucky

information system.” These ten items were factor analyzed and two-factors

(eigen values greater than 1.0) were found. The VARIMAX rotated factor

AN
~

matrix is presented in Table 20. Items were assf@neq\to a factor based o
on the largest loading for each item. The itansfincluded on each_factor,
the factd; name§, and the factor means are presented in Table 21.

As shown in Table 21, the factor mean (per item) was 3.80; this
indi;ates that the manuals and request forms wgrg\idequate and c]early\

written and that if available, participants would use these information

systems. The mean of factor 2 was 3.40." was is a somewhat positive ,//

. ~
rating but is a 1ittle less strong than the rating for faciSF\lg\/This \\\\
indicates that the particiﬁénts were moderately positive toward th%}va]ue ,i>ﬁl\//2

of the information provided in the searches and that the searches were.* -
easy to interpret.
Part I1 of the ISQ consisted of 22 multiple-choice| items. In

Table 22 are presented the frequency and pe}

tage of respones to the

alternative choices for each item. This information tndicates that the
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TABLE 20 -
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF LIKERT ITEMS 0N(RP$67§NFORMATION SYSTEMS QUESTIONNAIRE
VARIMAX Rotated Factor Matrix :
Question Mean** sd
Factor 1 (87.6%%) Factor 2 (12.4%*) \\
1 686 .46 3.71, ///1{16
2 .686 .44:) 3.68 | 1.22
3 . 286 699 3.37 A T.
4 3115 680 3,47 1.08
5 801 219 .97 | 117
6 725 ' .274 3.78 1.05
7T 716 455 3.76 1.09
8 261 840 3.34 13
9 474 .663 3.4 T 1.02
10 757 .256 3.88 1.21

*percentage of common variance

**5-point Likert scale -- 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree

73




64

7
TABLE 21
FACTOR MEANS FOR LIKERT #TEMS ON(DPRI gNFORMATION SYSTEMS QUESTIONNAIRE
N=107 )
Factor Name Items Included Factor Mean
on Factor (sd)

s N

The manual and request forms were ‘
adequate and clear, and I would o -

] use the information systems if 1, 2, 5-7, 10 3.80 (.47)
they were available to me.

The information searches provided
2 me with useful information and 3, 4, 8, 9 3.40 (.55)
were easy to interpret. \\

participants did not make much use of the information systems except as
specificially required to do as part of the course requirements. Only 16%
used the Select-Ed system more than the one reduired time, and only 37% used
the Kéntucky System at all (items 11 and 12). The participants were allowed
to use the information systems as much as they desired to gather information
they could use in their reading classes. However, only about half the
participants reported being aware of this opportunity (items 26 and 27),
and only 58% reported that thgir site coordinator encouraged them to use
the systems more (item 28). This helps explain the low usage rate and
points toward a need for more emphasis to be placed on encouraging site
coordinators té familiarize themselves with such systems so that they can
aid and encourage participants to use them.

Question§ 13 through 25 on the ISQ attempted to find reasons for

the low usage rate and to identify suggegted improvem ts for information

systems usage in the future. Generally, the partic;iaﬁ?é&felt that the

1
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: TABLE 22
FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES FROM DPRI INFORMATION SYSTEMS QUESTIONNAIRE

Item Response Frequency Percentage "N
11. 1. 227 84% '

2. 26 10%

3. 5 - 2%

4, 7 3%

5. S 1% 269
12. 1. 162 64%

2. . . 78 31%

3. 9 4%

4, 3 1%

5. 3 1% 255

Items 13 through 15 were answered by participants who did not run more tHan
one assigned search using the Select-Ed system and are concerned with their
reasons for not doing so.

13. 1. 92 433
. 2. 121 574 213

14. Y 27 133
2. 173 862 200

15. 1. 26 134
2. 173 87% 199

Items 15 through 18 were answered by participants who did not run any
searches using the Kentucky System and are concerned with their reasons
for not doing so.

16. 1. 79 52%

2. 72 4a8%r 151
17. 1. 29 19%

2.. 121 81% 150
18. 1. 17 1%

2. 134 . 89% 151

-y
-
] |
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TABLE 22--CONTINUED

Item - Response Frequency Percentage N

Items 19 through 22 were answered yes if the participant thought the
suggested improvement would be of benefit, and answered no if he thought
it would not.

19. 1. 82 34%
) 2. 161 66% 243
20. 1. 82 34% ‘
2. 159 s 66% - 244
21. 1. 12 47%
2. 128 539 240
22. 1. 126 52%
2. A N5 48 241

Items 23 through 32 asked the participants to respond to a variety of =
questions regarding information system utilization.
"Would you have utilized..."

23. 1. 210 84%

2. 41 16% 251
24, 1. 232 91%

2. 24 9% 256
'25. 1. 190 78%

2. 66 26% 256
"Did you know..."

* 26. 1. 148 58%

2. 106 429 254
27. °° 1. N4 47% .

2. 129 53% 243
28. 1. 144 . 53%

2. 105 42% 249

76




TABLE 22--CONTINUED

Item Response Frequency . Percentage

"Did you incorporate..."

29, 1. . 89 38%

2. 148 62% 237

30. 1. 58 27%
2. 154 73% 212

3. 1 | 08 46%
2 125 54% 233

32. 1. 31 25%

2 31 . 25%

3. 13 10%

1. 6 5%
5. s45 36% 126

manuals and procedures for running searches were adequate (items 14, 17,
19 and 20). Howeverl the majority felt that further training for the site
coordinator and an improved video program devoted to the usage of the
information systems would be helpful (items 21 and 22).

A major problem appeared to be that since the information systems‘\

provided only references fafher than the actual materials, the participants
were reluctant to use them. Although this was not reflected in the
respénses to the two items that specifically ask that‘question (items 15

and 18), 70% to 90% of the participants reported that they would use the .
| ' systems more if the materials recommended by the searches were immediately b
| ‘available at some convenient place (items 23, 24, 25 and item 32).

‘ That the information systems weré‘va1uab1e is reflected in the fact

that half the participants looked up the waterials suggested in the searches

7
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b

(items 29 and 30). With more training for the site coordinator, an

they ran (item » and about a third used these materials in their classes
| improved video program explaining information system usage, and easy
access to recommended materials, the usage rate of information systems

might be increased.

- What was the overall rating of the course?
The answer to this qhestion was obtained from the participant and
site coordinator responses on the Summative Comments Form. On Part II of
. this form, 246 of the participants rated ten features of the course.
Means and standard deviations for these ratings (oq an eight-point Likert
scale with one being highest are presented in Table 23. The means range

S~

\\\?rom\axhigb\gfhgiggg;fgf;tbg/performance of the site coordinator to a low

of 4.043 (sligh}ly above neutral) for the interactive seminars. Features
of the course receiving the highest ratings were the performance of the

site coordi r, the taped TV programs, fhe seminar host and guests,

he on-site reference materials. A1l mean

tes-but features leas L
N
were the interactive seminars, laboratory ;;;;;?ETES, four-channel audio,

the follow-up activities,

ratings were on the positive end of the

Vs
,

information systems and preprogram preparation. 4 yd
IN1lustrative comments from the course participants shed some/}{ght
on the interpretation of Ebe§e ratings. For example, regarding the/

participant's very(p0§if3ve ratings of site coordinators the‘foilowing

s

comments were received: S
A /

"Had good organization, knowledge, contﬁgk-of syStem and
gave attention to all students.” .

A
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TABLE 23

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SUMMATIVE COMMENTS FORM, PART II
(PARTICIPANT RATINGS)

[tems . Mean sd N
1. Preprogram pngbaration 3.142 1.584 . 254
2. TV program - 2.850 1.749 254
3. Four-channel audio 3.319 2.197 260
4. Laboratory activities : 3.@29 1.796 257
5. On-sitej;éference materials 3.016 1.681 ° “-f 253
6. Televised, interactive seminars 4.043 o 2.244 7 257
7. The seminar host or guests 2.930 v 1.599 257
8. Information retrieval systems 3.165 1.798 237
9. Follow-up activities \2.964 1.607 253
10. The site coordinator \ ’2.086 1.381 256

{

8-point Liker%i§haJe -- 1'= outstanding, 8 = unacceptable

“The site coordinator is to be commended for keeping the class
,,organizeE and focusing on the specific purposes designed for '
the course.”

"He (the site coordinator) fnitiated good discussions and
created an informal atmosphere in the classroom which made
everyone work better together. I feel that because of this
feeling in the classroom, everyone really enjoyed the course."

"With this fype of planned, programmed class, the site
coordinator is not given a chance to be a leader. There is
not much 'programmed' for the site coordinator to do."

Othe} valuable comments were received from the participants about
the course features that received low ratings. For example, the students

complained that the main weakness of the sgminars was that they were not

- /, f
- 79 /

P : . /
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N !

practical enough and that the guests ofteﬁ/;poﬁégﬁhrterms— éory rather
than practice. '

"They (the seminar panelists) were idealistic and dgave no
guidance for the classroom."

On the other hand, participants did appreciate the presende of -"experts" /

to discuss certa¥n topics covered in the course.

Regarding the lab activities, except for activitiesninvolving group
interaction, participants thought the activities would haVe been more
meaningful if completed at home.

"Usually the work was done before class. I enjoyed our
class discussions and sharing of activities."

"It was interesting to hear the other teachers' 1dea§./

"Not enough activity in class--need more interactibn among
participants.” U

The four-channel audio, instruction received mixed reyiews. The
following participant commgnts illustrate the differing perceptions of this
activity. . ' ';

"Very good method of check-up quiz."

"The four-channel audio was very informative and very
useful. I loved it!" T

i

"The four-channel audio was a waste of time. Our equipment
usually didn't work." .

"Some choices were rather ridiculous, making the Ltorrect
answer obvious." »

"It should have been longer® I liked the basic idea of
teach aqd reinforce, but 1t could be expanded to e more
useful.' :

80
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Comments about the informatioﬁ retrieval systems stressed that the
lTength of turp-around time was too long. Participants were apparently too
unfamiliar with the nature of the information available to make useful
jddgmeﬁgs about its value. Regarding the on-site reference libraries,
participants commented that fhe ready availability of the mqterials was
nice, but that some materials were not needed and conver;g]y some needed
materials were in short supply. This indicates that more specific informa-
tion op materials usage is needed if meaningful changes are to be madé in

N

this ar

’ -

The site coordinators'also rated the first niﬂg features of the// -
course on Part II of the Summative Comments Form. The means and stanéard
deviations for these ratings ére‘giyen in Table 24. However, due to the
limited sample size, the means i;‘this table are much less precise than er
means in Tab1e‘3§. The site coordinators rated the TV programs, semjnar
host and guests: preprogram preparation, on-site reference materials,
follow-up activgties and the lab activities as the most posi£ive features

} LY
of the course. The seminars, four-channel audio instruction and the
information retrieval systems were rated poorest. Thus, the site
coordinator ratings of course features are not unldke the participant

ratings of these same features. Too, comments from the site coordinatorgi:

.generally paralleled those of the course participants. However, the site

coordinators were more concerned with difficulties of an organizational
or scheduling nature ana w;%h problems of understanding instructions for
lab activities and the use of the information systems. -

The first item on Part I of the Summative Comments Form atlowed the
participants to identify specific television programs that they liked or

disliked. The frequencies with which programs were mentioned are given in

81
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- TABLE 24

SITE COORDINATOR RE§E6NSES ON THEkSUMMATIVE COMMENTS FORM

1

]

~ - e
- \

\\Ttem quic of Rating . Mean

2 LA AN

sd

f?'/)
1 Preprogram Preparq(ifn > ‘ 2.29

| /- '\ .
| 2 TV Program o 1.75

~ Four-ChanneT Audio 4.75

3

¢ \

4 LaBoratorj:QE:i#ities ( 2.88
5

6

On-Site Reference Materials . 2.33
Seminars ' 4:25
7 Seminar Host and Guests .- 2.00
\\ \\\\‘ . N > / L
8 Informayion Retrieval Systems 4.89

/ /
9 Foltow-up Activi}jeg/ - . 2.33
< .

2.14
A
1.67

2.36

1.00

.87
2.26
1.87

AN

W W W ® W ® 0 o

g
T

-
-
i

As shown in the table, the most 1iked‘progﬁams were 7

(Prescriptive Instructional Systems), 16 (Developing Life-Long Readers),

)
2 (Informal Tests), 14 (Comprehension), 3 (Standardized Fests) and 15

7
) in Table 257"
|
|
\
|

(Reading in the Content Fields).. In interpreting these findings, thé most

important factor that each of these programs had in common concerned the

content or topic. The content of each of these programs was fairly familiar

to teachers and concerned tests and teaching practices they had had some

experience in implementing. Too, the presentation mode in each of these

programs was similar--a considerable amount of classroom filming with

4

S voice/over explaining the use of these techniques. In contrast, the least

\\\ 1iked program was disliked for several reasons: it tried to cover too much

complex information about administering, scoring and interpreting the

\

82
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N - " TABLE™25 ‘
- . PARTICIPANT RESRONSES ON SUMMATIVE REPORT- FORM
» M . —

////Pg}t I -- Item 1: ParticipaqéhRatings of TV Programs
» C o I

1/ * '\j“‘

\

|

|

\

|

{ Pro ram | .
| 1. DPRI introduction

*. Informa'.], tests
3. Standardized tests

-

HWord recognition tests

hY

Comprehension and study skills test

Precriptive and instructional systems

N\

4

5

6;\ Miscue ana1ysi§
7

8. DPRI mhqagement
9

. 9. Reéading ;éédj;eés and beginnii%zfgidihg
" 0. TQe‘exreptidﬂé1 reade; T
11. WOra recognition;\\
12~ _ Vocabulary
13. . Study skills
T4: Compréngfsion
5. Reading in the coﬁtenf telds ‘

Frequency Frequency
Liked Disliked
. : : ,0

19 0
15 1
5 0
3 0
10 39
- o 0‘
9 1° &
13 1
6 1
LA 0.
16 N0

, 4 .
. 16. |Developing 1ifg<Tong readers J
@ /114/)fota1 reading program
14 .
¢ N
- ®
- i\ - \
‘ y - 83 N
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Reading Miscue Inventory, something which most participants had had no

- \\\\\experience with or did not previous]y understand. The teachers felt that

this instrument was too complicated to use in their classrooms anyway and

that if the course was to cover this topic, part1c1pants felt there should

have been at least two programs devoted to M1scue AnalySis.

[tem two;}?"'Part [ of the SCF gave the\ga:ijcipants an opportunity
/ to suggest part¥cu provements in the~__

programs. These suggestions are summarized in the results Section im the

e

lar revisions which might lead to~d

—— AN TR .
participant comments about the TV programs: —In-geheral, participants. Tt

that the pace of most programs was too fast:for the amount of material ?l;;nx\\\\\

covered. They suggested that more content summaries be included so that

important concepts received the proper stress. : \\

’ . \.
Participants were asked in item three if they would recommend this,

A

course to their peers. Of the 246 respondents, 238 said they would whi1e.

only 8 said tbey would not. This ihdicatezﬁéﬁat the overall course rating
. S

was positive. fn item four, the participafits were asked to make specific

recommendations for the overall improvement of the course. The fo]]oajng

-

comnents are representative of those rece1ved

"I w1sh there was some way we cou]d develop in depth each
concept which has‘been presented. Too much was offered." |
"More specific activities . for teach1ng ski]]s, more detail a
of reading programs -\(1TA;.DISTAR)." ‘

-

"Seminars tend-to become or1ng whep students have to listen
to answers, to -everyone elsda's’ quesgeon that do not apply

to them. would probably e mor€' practical to send back
answers to questions through glftype only."~

4 fé¥t that I was lost
!

"Less mater1a1\fhguld be given.
ifferent mater1a1s \

with so ﬁany d




ey
N

"I think the course had too much 'busy' work. [ wou}d have
gotten more out of the course by discussing all these acti-
vities without writing them down. We are professionals and
should be treated as such." :

"The course covered a 1ot of material. I think it would be
nice if you could now take single or paired programs and
elaborate on them--management, exceptional learners, word
attack skills, etc."

“I feel that many of the ancillary activities could be done
on our own time."

-

e § . . . .
"We_could Uise' more 1ive seminars and group interaction."

"1 feTtxdgring the lab sessions teachers shared ideas and
materials that worked for them. This worked excellently’at
our site." "~

-~

2
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‘ CONCLUSIONS

The DPRI-6 Course, the fourth course offered by the AESP,

was an effort to coordinate and perfect the standard features common to A
all AESP courses. In addition, this course’was somewhat of an expérjment
in that it offered students three course content options from which to .
choose, making this course more f]exi?le, yet at the same time more tgi]ored
and content specific than previous courses. , 8 \\\
' Based on fpe information presented in the results section, the si?é\ :
coordinator and/participant evaluations of this course lead to the fo]]owiné
" conclusions: | , VA
The particular courseebption chosen by the participant ‘ ¢
) did not affecf\qre-to-post achievement gain. As was the‘case ’
in the past, signifﬁé%nt pre-post differences on the achieve- B
* “ment variable were due to factors at individual sites. How-
\ever, the postcours; achievement scores gevealed no signi%icant v '
differences attributable to either triangles or sites. |
. ’ The postcourse achievement medn of over 70% was quite . S
‘high. From this it can be inferred that participants mastered
the course materials. \ o
, "
. o 3
. [ - 76
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__There was a small (non-significant an gain in attitude

-

— .
as a result of this course. However, since the precdurse means
-

were very positive, an insignificant gain in attitude is under-

standgb]é. L ' *

The ratings of the ten course features were similar to
those of previous AESP courses. A11 ratings were positive,
but there was a definitespreference for certain acti;jties.
As in the past, the features most 11ked were the taped TV

>+grggrgmsa~ihews1fe coord1nator, the on -site reference materials,
and the seminar host and guests. There was also agreement
with ratings for the other cdﬁkies on the least liked
activities: the four-channel auaio reviews, the seminars
and the 1nfonnation,systems The labs and the preprogram
act1v1t1es were rated more pos1t1ve1y by site coordinators
than by participants. /

The data sggég;t that the best-1iked television
programs were tbége which contained a Sa]ance of theory and
practice. T programs which were too abstract or govered
too much maferia] were disliked by -participants. <i\\

~ Plthough participants seeﬁéd to understand that the
??E;‘coo;dinator's role was not that of instructor, their
comments suggest that site coordinators need more training
as facilitators. ‘It was mentfone: frequenti@~that the site

coordinator should be well versed An the utilization of

~

-5

~.
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‘ information retrieval gystems so that he or she could encourage

the use of these systems. Too, the site coordinators should
take a more activite role in insuring that labs are organized,
that students know what they have to do, and that the activities .

run smoothly.

~n

Even though the seminar§ were not.rated as highly as
the taped programs, participants thought that the idea of an
1nteraétive seminar was, in itself, valuable. However,
participants did not fggg tha} the project made optimal
use of its seminar time.  They thought that a more efficient
system for the relay of questions and a better process for
screening quéstions were reeded. Too, they suggested '°
that the seminar moderator take a more aptive role in guiding

the discussions.
)

-

The shﬁr&ng‘of ideas and e§per1ences provided for jn
the labgratory seﬁsioqs was thought to be éne of the ho;t
aluable aspects of the course experience. It seems that for
future cour;es, the 1ab sessions should be less “grogrammed".
and the workload more evenly distributed se¢ as to maximize
oppér;unities for in-class interaction. Participants. valued

tgp fiéld work completed as part ofitheir foTTB@-up work
&

and suggested that more activities.of an applied nature 5
should be incorporated 1ﬁ§?‘the€§’urse. A ®

4

[
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Participants felt that the information obtained from the
information rétrieva] systems was valuable. They suggestedA
that with more training for the site coordinator, an improved
vidEB‘prog{am and easy access to recommended materials, the i

usage rate of the information systems could be increased.

Regarding the equipment, the reported quality of

P ‘ reception and equipméﬁi reliability was excellent,

~better than in the previouS"threé\coursesz This high level
of equipment performance is essential to the accgytance of

education by satellite.

, The participants considered the overall course »
experience valuable. They would take it agaip, knowing what

they now know about the course.
é

B A d
. /8 » | ‘
: , ‘
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' as ipé{eated by the diagram.

~ answer sheet -- do not use a pen or ball-point.

. make a mistake, be sure thaﬂ‘you erase

Appalachian Education Satellite Project
Resource Coordinating Center
306 Frazee Hall, University of Kentucky /

’ . i Lexington, Kentucky 40506 -~ . -

e

COMBINED ATTITUDE AND BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE
: This questionnalre‘ divided into 2
your attitudes towards reading, an rt asks for some background infor-
mation. Please answer as truthfully as Your answers do not affect your
in the course, but help us to assBgs the effectiveness of the course and

st improvements.

The first part is concerned with

Be sure you have a pink Op—Scan form tit
fuY name on the upper left hand corner of*the form.

YGeneral Ceding Form". Write
out columns 1 through 9

o

s00|oe O joman jwms je Do o0 je0eje0efege . . < )
-‘|-o|0 ejofe (o |wme jeumm jo jofo felo o in column 1 ace a 4 if k-3 ‘
s2¢le2cjoeze|ogojoreloro|ummisoje e =~ S_if 4-6

® 3008 ¢clerejezeieSeiogeieooemmi|e3oe “,-"” - 6if K"‘6

wmmjegejedoioqojodoiogrisngo|rq amwm d )
*SolesejeSojesefesofrgeleseirselesSe] in column 2-5 £fill in 6001
sgoimmm jegojogoiogeoleboitgrivBojee
sPcfe2eloeve]v70joe7e]eT ojo 70|07 efjeTs
- v8djogelegolegelegofetojoncienelos,
490(aSe|vs0feo ﬂ!c (R XA Y ERCEXILE N

in column 6~-9 fill in YOUR four digit
student number

[

Start your answers in column 3l. Use a soft-lead (#2) pencil to mark the
Connect with a heavy line.the 2

dots between which your response number lles. soef. If you change your mind or

completely. Do not make any-othef‘mag&; i
the answer sheet.

»

For each statement 1n the first part ma
)

l if you COMPLETELY DISAGREE w1th the statement

/ ’

2 1f,you MOSTLY DISAGREE with the statement : —

- -«

3, if you MODERATELY DISAGREE with the statement

4 _iF. you SLIGHTLY DISAGRRYE With the statement

5 if yoy SLIGHTLY AGREE with the statement

hY H - ’

. >, 7 - . . . o« o
6 .if you;MDEERATELY AGREE with the statement - ///
o T - e P ce

#1 1if you MOSTLY™AGREE with the stateiment

8 *if you COMPLETELY AGREE with the statgment _ 7z . _




.
—y

Note: The first alternative in the Op-Scan Be careful not

to mark '0' if you mean to mark 'l'.

. The second part of the questionnaire asks %¥or background Ipformation. The
information obtained is potentially very helpful in conducting thé course and in
evaluating its usefulness. Please answer all questions on t form unless a question
does not apply or if you cannot remember the information ed for. This information
is kept confidential.

31. Reading instruction should focus more on reco

tructing meaning from the written
page than pronouncing words. :

t

32, One responsibility of the primary reading teacher is.to expose students to
different kinds of experiences.

33. An,analysis of oral reading misoue‘~is more trouble than it's worth. .

34. Reading should be integrated with all other classroom activities. ///-\

35., Contingency contracting is a method that lets chlldren "goof off" and not make
good use of their-time in school.

«

36. There's nothing-a teacher can do to develop reading readiness in students.

-

37. Informatlon systems;ainklng d1agn051s and instruction are effective ways to.
' plan instructional activities. v

38. Vocgpulary should be téught through real life‘exberiences.

3§. Grouping onildren on the basis of oommon skill needsvrs better than grouping
them on the basis of instructional level. e -

40. Students’in your class should all read the same thing, so no one fee}s bad.

41:n Teaoners only need to diagnose Student needs in the fail of the'year.

42: . The emphasislgiven phonics changes acoording to student needs.’ A

43, Diagnosing student read1ng problems is the responsiblllty of the teacher, rather

than the school admlnlstratlon . . 67 ’ . .
. AN

! —
44. Informal tests are better than standardized tests fdr placing students at

appropriate levels. ///’ ) N
45. Prescriptive instruction is the bﬁit way to teach'reading. /. ° A
45.1 A child should read all the'uay th ough every book she\takes osk\of the library.

> . N

47. Klndef%arten teachers do not “have to worry about teachlng students to undér- -

stahd stories. R 4 . ) . - e

- ‘ b o
Ll

, K ¢ - e T b & s Rnd .
K T N & s »
- ~ - Ad
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48. If a class it large, there's no way to work with individudls. .
49. A third-grade teacher only needs third-grade instructional materials.

50.° Knowing how to understand a graph or table is an aspect of social studies and
-NOT an aspect of reading instruction.

51. A student is a good reader if he can read every word correctly.

3

52. Not using every page in the workbook is wasteful. ‘ ) ‘ N,

. .

53. Scores on standardized tests provide adequate information for instruction.

54. If a child is not interested in readlng, there 1s l1tt1e a teacher can do to
generate enthusiasm.

»* 55. Time spent diagnosing could be better spent’ instructing.- -

56. If you don't have enough books for all your students, you cannot,effectlvely
use a set of materials. . P \
{
57. There is so puch material to cover in school that taking time to let children

do "free reading" 'is not productive.
L]

58. Sex S (,\

o' 1. Male:
2. Female ,, - ; i

! .

" 59. Description of community in which you teach (or work in some other area of

: education) -
_fz\ ) 1. Rural
. 2, "“Suburban .
3. Urban RS P

60. Age in years as of last birthday

Xoo21-23
. 2. 24-26 :
- 3. 27-30 :
4., 31-40 . o .
5. 41-50 . ’ ’ :
6. 51-60 . )
7. 61 or over -

-

!
4
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61. Score on GRE Verbal (leave blank if you have not|taken it or do not remember
score)
1. 400 or below
2. 401-450 ‘ \\\\
30 45,1“'500 r-
551-600

601-700
701 or above

Score on GRE Quant
remember score)

tive, (leave blank if you jhave not taken it or do not

w

. 400 or below

., 401-450

. 451-500 )
501-550 : -

551-600 ' .
6Q1-700 ' ‘ -

701 or above

QRN e

63. Position during 1974-75 academic year

1. Classroom Tedcher

2. ‘Reading Specialist ’
3. , Special Education Teacher
4, ounselor .
. Principal /
6.\ School Administrative Position (other|than principal)
7. Wther
64. Chogse e grade range that closely apptdximates the grades you work with

1. Elementark -~ all grades .
2, ’
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

NP . S

NGB W R

'
=
[\§}

65. Work experience in teaching

¥

1. 1 year or less

o

¢ 2, 2-3 years
3. 4-5 years .
4., 6-8 years T ‘ "N
5. 9-10 years o~
6. 11-15 years ' (/
7. 16-20 years

8. 21 years or more
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66. Experience as a Reading Specialist

1. none

2. 1 year or less

3. 2-3 years

4. 4-5 years’ .

5. 6~7 years .
6. 8-9 years

7. 10 _or more years

«

67. Are you taking this course for credit?

l. Yes
"2 . NO 4
68. If you have registered for credit where would you like to obtain credit? Y

(leave blank if not registered for credit)
£ -

— 1. University of Kentucky
2. Other College or University

69. What was your undergraduate grade-point average? (convert to four-point scale
where A = 4)

1. 1less than 2.25
2. 2.26-2.50
¢ 3. R2.51-2.75
4. 2.76-3.00
5. 3.01-3.25
6. 3.26-3.50 .
7. 3.51-4.00 .

70. Wwhat was your graduate grade-point average? (convert to four-point scale
where A = 4) < .
. } v
1. less than 3.00
Z. 3.01-3.25
3. 3.26-3.50 % L T
<~ 4, 3.51-3.75

- -~

5. 3.76-4.00
71 Last degree compleifg/f

1. High School Diploma

2, Baccalaureate

3. Master's ”J? . e

4. Specialist : .

+ 5. Doctorate
~
S— . ’

Q e N ‘ ‘ 953 ©
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72. Number of undergraduate reading courses the major emphasis of which was
reading instruction. -

Y

NN bW

73. Number of graduate reading courses tﬁé major emphasis of which was reading
instruction ' ’

one | - ,//// U

N bW N
N d w3

74. 1If you are currently enrolled in a college program which of the
following best describes your purpose?

Baccalaureate degree

Master's degree

Specialist degree

Doctorate

Enrolled but not in a degree program

Enrolled in courses to maintain teaching certificate
Not enrolled

N O WN

co
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| SITE COORDINATOR'S CHECKLIST

, Program # Site # . Date

; Person Completing Form

Check each piece of equipment with which you had proublé during the past week.

' . Parabolic Antenna Xerox 400-1 Telecopier
Helical Antenna 4-Channel Equipment
Conneqtions and Interconnecting Cables a. Headsets
VHF Cbnsole b. Student Selector Boxes
2.6 GHz Receiver c. Connectors and Cables

) TV Monitor/Receiver d. . Master Audio Unit

| Teletype e. Cassette Tape Recorder

| a. Machine No Equipment Tkrouble ‘

b Telephone Line ’

c. EIA Interface -
3’ The following items refer to today's class (check all that apply).

Audio Signal: Video Signal:

TV Audio VHF 4-Channel

(ATS-6)  (ATS-3) *

. None None
Poor Poor
Major Distortion " Major Distortion
Minor Distortion Minor Distortion
Excellent Excellent

NERN
NERE
RENN
NERE

There was a delay in program bfoadcast
Low attendance. State probable reason
Cancellation or postponement of class. State probable reason

|

“Missing lab materials '
Missing evaluation matexials

3 /l
. studen%/sg;;sfactlon

e

.. with’ program T with 4-channel : Lab materials
- High ___ High ___ High
" Moderate ___ Moderate ____ Moderate
" Low Low  ° : Low

In the space below and on the back, write the reactions and suggestions made by the
students about today s activities. Include any suggestions, special problems, or
requests that you might have. Also, write student numbers of absent students on back.

) ]:KC’EVAL/Il/ZS/M/ca{c_Qm . 97 ) / '
N
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Appalachian Education Satellite Project
Resource Coordinating Center
306 Frazee Hall, University of Kentucky
Lexington, Kentucky 40506 ' .

CLASS RATING FORM

This questionnaire deals with your reactions to today's instructional
activities. The questionnaire consists of four parts:

Part I - TV Program (lecture) .. r‘\\\\\
Part II - Four-Channel Audio Segment

. ~
Part III - Seminar N AN
Part IV - Laboratory Activities

LY

Only fill out the parts that correspand to today's activities, e.g., if you saw <a

TV program (letture) and did the laboratory activities, you would f111 out Parts
I and IV.

Please answer as truthfully as possible. Your answers do not affect
your grade in the course, but help us to assess the effectiveness of the course
and suggest improvements.

S

Mark your answers on the Op-Scan sheet provided. Turn the Op-Scan sheet

so that the box that says "STUDENT NUMBER" is on your lowerrright. Fill out the

box labeled "1 2 3 4 5" and the box labeled "STUDENT NUMBER" as indicated in the
diagram below.

A B C D E
A A — ,:w~——jL—*ﬂ o
T WTBIRTH | § STUDENT A copy this just as it appears
112[314[5]6 é DATE E NUMBER .
O MO| YEAR| X i ) ~. _
6 sislolz] 1.1~ (12314 B« fill in the 2 digit class meeting
R , number. The site monitor can tell
0]0 oL- olols{™loto] lnlotofafolo]ofofo you the cdrrect number for today.’
ol el b feledr i fafa b} S ' ,
22| 2 2m 2] 7] 2] 2|0 o l2zi2)2]2]2]2 C 1leave blank .
3{3fs)afals}e] |3} 1 abmet3y3f3f3f3{3
afafafapatalof fafa| {afs|spmmatalsfala D fill in YOUR 4 digit student
5 lommemnt 5} 5t 8f10] ] 5] 5 stsis{s|sfs]s|s|s numbey
oot cfsfefofsu lalel Jelolololetelsfele )
[#] - -
71712t 7274 7 12/\ 717 VAN AWANE WA NS N E leave blan)‘(»#’_,_,)
als|slsfelspr]| fe|lef |nfr|x8|c]efrie]e )
aRE 7V¢4° s Lol o] Jolole]o|afol 7]

\\ -

|
|
f

Use a soft-lead (#2) pencil to mark the answer sheet -- do not use a pen or
ball-point. Be sure your mark fills the entire block of the response you wish to
make. Your mark should be heavy, black and stay within the lines so that the machine
can read your replies. If you change your mind or make a mistake, be suf¥e that you
erase completely. Do not make any othér marks on the answer sheet.

TﬁrQ the sheet §0 that the words "STANDARD ANSWER SHEET-C" are on your lower
left. Begin“answering at the appropriate part for today's activities. Be careful
that the Ytemhumber on the questionnaire corresponds to the number on the Op-Scan
sheet that you are marking.

98
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PART I: TV PROGRAM (Lecture) "/

Mark on the Op-Scan answer sheet the responses you selected to items 1
‘through 15 if you watched the first televised lecture today to satisfy course
reauixements Use the same question set to fill in items 16-30 on the Op-Scan
sheet’ if you watched a second televised lecture today to satisfy course requirements.

ite the title of the program(s) you saw on the Op-Scan sheet in the space labeled
'School".

1. (16) Which presentation mode helped you most to understand the content of
today's TV lecture?
I
1) the instructor talking on the screen .
2) classroom scenes with the instructor describing activities
3) the instructor explaining the information contained on charts
4) scenes of a teacher working w1tp students
5) interviews of experts or practioners

Which\presentation mode was least effective in communicating the ideas
in today's TV lecture? s,

1) the instructor talking on the screen
2) classroom scenes with the instructor describing activities
3) the instructor explaining the information contained on charts
4) scenes of a teacher working with students
5) interviews of experts or practioners
The program might have been more effective if the coverage had been
altered in which one of the following ways?
less material had been covered but in greater depth
R less material because there was too much to comprehend at one time
\\\\\)\L more material relevant t¢ the central issues of the course
the Program coverage was adequate

» 4. (19) Today's discussion may have been better-if more time had been devoted to
" which one of the following? o

D)

17”56;;/;iscussion of the theoretical aspects of today's topic

2) more discussion of procedures for using the materials

3) more examples of how the techniques are actually applied in the
classroom

4) the discussion was an adequate mix of theoretical, procedural, and
application levels for today's topic

The discussion of topics in today's program may have been better if less

time had been devoted to which one of the following?

1) 1less discussion of the theoretical aspects of today's topic

2) less discussion of procedures for using the materials

3) fewer examples of how the techniques are actually applied in the
classroom
the discussion was an adequate mix of theoretical, procedural, and
application levels for today's topic

99




6.

7.

8.

(21)

(22)

(23)

N

Which one of the following things might make the moderator more
acceptable to you?

1) 1if he enunciated more carefully

2) if he understood more what he was talking about

3) if he talked in a more natural way

4) he is quite acceptable as he is

Which one of the following improvements might make the lecture easier e
to follow? N )

1) more explicit transitions between ideas -
2) more careful organization of the co t )
3) greater amplification of main points

4) more summary statements ! ‘

5) the program organization was acceptable the way it was

What effect do you think today's program will have on your teaching?

1) /the information had little or no relevance for me in my teaching
situation // b

2) something I would like to use but probably won't be able to

3) something I would like to use but don't understand enough to use

4) something I plan to use

5) something I already know or am using

e

Which of the following suggestions would have improved today's TV program?

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

More close~ups of individual's faces w;re needed.

1) vyes 2) no

More close~ups of charts, books, and 9ther written materials were needed.
1) yes 2) po

Charts and written materials neeaed go be held on the screen longer so
that they could-be read through. |

1) yes 2) no \

Charts and written materials needea to be on the screen for a shorter
period.

1) yes 2) no

Did the pace of the program need to move
lﬂ slower

2)' faster
3) the pace was acceptable

< RN . ’
N 100 K




14.

15.

(29)

(30)

What is your overall evaluation of today's TV program (lecture)? -

1) excellent

2) wvery good \\\\\
3) good

4) fair

5) poor

Do you have a specific comment or suggestion about today's TV program
to make?

l) vyes 2) no

If your answer was yes, write your comment on the reverse of the Op-Scan
sheet.

A

101
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& PART II: FOUR~CHANNEL AUDIO SEGMENT

Fill out items 41 to 53 only if there was a four-channel audio segment

included in tdday's activities.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

Did you ever push a button and not hear anything?
oS

1) yes 2) no

Was the volume satisfactory? \
1) yes 2) no | .
Did you ever NOT get the channel you selected?

1) yes 2) no

Did you ever hear two or more channels ag the same time?

1) vyes 2) no -

Did you ever hear any static or odd noises? (you might hear 'bleeps', but
these are supposed to be there)

’

1) vyes 2) no

The time interval in which to select a response was
(choose one)

1) too long
2) too short
3) about right

Which one of the following changes might make the greatest improvement in the
relevancy of today's audio review to today's topic?

1) if the content dealt more thoroughly with the concepts covered in the
TV program ‘
2) if the content focused more on ways to apply the techniques described in
the TV program
3) if the content expanded upon concepts relevant to those introduced in the
. TV program
4) it is quite good as it is

Which one of the following would have resulted in a better four-channel audio
segment?

1) there were more but shorter items

2) there were more items of the same length as they are now

3) there were more items of greater length than they are now -

4) there are enough items now of about the right length .

5) the problem is not with the number of items but with the use of the audio
segment as an instructional medium

e

102 - -




49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

93

Do you feel that the questions might be most improved if

1), 'they were shorter

2) the problem was more clearly stated

3) both 1 and 2

4) the length and clarity of the questions were satisfactory

Do you feel the alternatives might be most improved if they were

1) shorter

2) longer

3) fewer .

4) they were O.K. as they were

Do fou feel the explanations of the answers might be most improved if they
were

1) more thorough but almost the same length
2) briefer and more to the point

3) 1longer with more thorough coverage

4) the length and coverage was adequate

what is your overall evaluation of today's four-channel audio segment?

/

1) excellent”
2) very good

3) gocd
4) fair /
5) poor .

/
/

Do you have a specific comment or suggestion about the four-channel you want
to make?
1) vyes 2) no . ///

hd
If your answer was yes, write your comment on the reverse of the Op-Scan sheet.
answer sheet. ' B
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PART III: SEMINAR
Answer items 81 to 90 only if a seminar was presented as part of today's
activities.

8l. Which one of the following format changes would you select to make the seminar
format more effective?

1) a one-hour televised seminar with a 15 minute intermission so that, questions
can be generated and transmitted

¥ 2) a two-hour seminar with several 15 minute intermissions for questlon
generation and transmission

3) one-hour televised seminar with the opportunity for question generation
during the program and 15 minutes prior to the program

4) one-hour television seminar with dlrect voice llne hook-up between
individual sites and TV studio -

5) one-hour conference call between one or more content experts and all sites

N e

82, Which one of the following would have made today's seminar more effectiwve?
1) the course instructor answering the questions himself without guests
2) use more teachers as guests .
3) use more professors or other experts as guests
4) the seminar participants were fine

. 83. Which one of the following seminar formats might help you think of more
" meaningful questions to ask?

1) have at the beginning of the seminar a 10 minute summary of course
e o content covered since the last seminar
) 2) show a 10 minute film with short segments from previous programs at the

beginning of the seminar

3) show at the beginning of the seminar a short film illustrating several
new classroom demonstrations of material covered

4) have the opportunity to use the whole seminar for question answering
and discussion rather than spending part of the program for question
stimulation . .

o
¢

84. The answers to the questions could have been more valuable had they been handled
in which one of the following ways?

1) less discussion of theoretical aspects of the question
2)*\moxe frequent use of specific classroom examples »
3) more dixect answers to the questions -
4) I was very satisfied with the answers I heard

r

—

s/
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85. The seminar moderator could have been more &ffective had he been more alert
to which one of the following?

1) kept the guests on ‘the topic better

2) provided summary statements occasionally

3) allowed each.guest equal time to respond to questions

4) kept the iififf;;mov;ng at a faster pace so more questions could be

\\\ answered

86. Which o 'gg/the following factors would have made the seminar guests'
presefitations more useful?

1) not repeating themselves
2) keeping on the topic of the question
3) allowing them to expyéss themselves better
4) relating their answérs to practical situations
5) the guests' presentations were excellent
87. 1If there was not time to answer your questions on the seminar do you feel that
the answer you will receive via teletype or VHF will be useful?

<

1) yes 2) no - !

88. Do you feel that answering questions via teletype or VHF is a se€rvice that needs
to be “continued? ’

-

1) vyes 2) no //

89. What is your overall evaluation of today's seminar?

1) excellent ’ —’j
2) very good )
3) good
4) fair '
SL_ poor
\.\

90. Do you have a specific comment or suggestion about the seminar you want to make?

~

1) yes 2} no

If your answer was yes, wrl your comment on the reverse of the Op-Scan sheet.



today.

122,

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

96
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PART 1IV: LABORATORY ACTIVITIES.

. Answer items 121 through 134 only if there were laboratory activites

121, Did ‘you use materials from the reference shelf during today's megﬁing?

/

1) I needed to, but there was not enough time -~ .
2) there was no need to use the materials today ’
3) I used the materials. a little

4) I used the materials quite a bit ‘

How much time did you spend working on the lab today?

1) 30 minutes or less

2) 45 minutes

3) 60 minutes

4) 90 minutes

5) . two hours or more .

How would you have improved today's laboratory activities?

For today's lab I would“try to cover

- -

1) more material

2) less material

3) “the lab was 0.K. in this area

Clearer instructiona are needed for the lab activities.

1) 'yes 2) the lab was 0.K. in this area -

Seléct lab activities more related to today's topic.

1) yes 2) the lab was 0.K. in this area

Allow more time for the lab activities to be completed.

1) vyes 2) the lab was 0.K. in this area /
Provide activities that were of a moré applied and practical nature,
1) yes 2) the lab was 0.K. in this area

Require less material to be read prior to class as preparation.

1) vyes 2) the reading assig?ﬁents were 0.K.




129,

130,

131.

132,

133.

134,

Y

v

Require more relevant, preparatory readings for .today's activities,

1) vyes -

2) the reading assignments were 0.K.,

Stock materials that are more relevant”on the gefereﬁ?e shelf.

i /

1) yes* 2) the reference shelf was adequate for today's assignment
Would have assigned more useful homework last week. - /

l) vyes 2) no, the hqmework was very useful

]

What is your overall evaluation of today's laboratory activities? !}

. i /
1) excellent

2) very good

3) good

4) fair

5) poor ’ b .

Did you feel there were any activities that were especially inqovativg r
creative in today's lab?, . *

1) vyes 2) no

If so, please idéhtify those activities on the back of the Op-Scan sheet.

»

Do you have a specific comment or suggestion about the lab(ygu\giff/yo make?

1) yes™ 2) no
If your answer was yes, frite your comment 6n the reverse 'of the Op#Scan
sheet . ,rv~“// : f

/

rwrpra wom oo "

s
/
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* Appalachian Education Satellite Project
Resource ngrdlnatlng Center )
valuation Component ’ o |

306 Prazee Hall, University of Kentucky )
Lexington, Kentucky 40506 . / o

[ ‘ \

~

DPRI ;NFORMATION SYST QUESTIONNAIBE

: 4 / /

; Instructions

,”—*

; This questionnéire has two parts. Part I is concerned withxyoug/ ,
/ ‘attitudes toward the infarmatioh systems pfesented in class. Part II }

concerned with the degree to/ which y u used the ation systems' to ,

/ assist you in developing coprse the clasges you teach.

f Please answer as truthfully”as possible. Your answers/do not affect your

ZC,—_-——uLEE?deﬁin the course, but help us td assess the effectifveness of @hese/ B
systems and suggest improvements. )

»

3

Write your replies on the Op-Scan sheet brovxded ' Turn the Op—Scan
sheet so that the box that says "STUDENT NUMBER" is on your lower rlght. N
Fill out the box labeled "1 2 3 4 5" and tﬁe box labeled "STUDENT NUMBER"

as 1nd1cated/1n *“e diagram below. 5 /
t?' +
v . -._)1
i .
. A B C D 4 ' )
— ) r /\_’_ " _/\____1’ A\ \ A\ ~ ~ oy . .
P = - X p— hd 2~ - ~ A
WTBIRTH | g 5
- 5] STUDENT - SN e : N
1|23 4]s|6|3] DATE |E NUMBERS A " :
MB ER co this just as it, appears "66518"
éMOYEARX- Ef: Fy J - aPP -
66518 |° L3 Yy B leave blank . o
4 i il
- »”‘ ’ »
‘: 0 "'i"’ :’ HEs " , - ; I ‘1’ “’ “’ “’ C fill in YOUR' 4 ‘digit !
] 1 =i
2l o222 2t {2 ]c vﬁﬂ SRR student numbgr .
~ Rl . 3 ] L
o 313{3]3|3]: f il : j 3] - - oo
t ofafafa]n ST ’FTI'-« sl D leave blan@ 3
S o o) s \ﬁo 12 st e~ - ’
1 ~ ‘
A1 6t 61 4L ¢4 ¢ [ ) | 6 f / /} ‘
. F L ] :
4 IR I E BV A v PR R Y e S i Fa / 4 71 ; - -
Blu|8]| s rxﬁ Wi e |8 sl )l rfn|= / |
MARERIWEE-R IS BT )‘-_‘»‘J o 2 A i P M
~ -, ~
-~ / / .

a pen or a11—p01nt. Be suré your mark fills the ‘entizé block of the

: responsg’ you wish to mak Your mark should be heavy blqck and stay
within 'the lines so thgt the Op-Scan machine can read your rdplies. If
you changg your ‘mind or make a mistake, be sures th u erase completely.
Do not make any other marks on the answer sheet. ‘

+

SWER SHEET-C" are On\

sheet so that the words "STA
Y yOur lower .1eft. Begin answering at number 1/ Indicate your answers to
the items by placing a heavy vertlcél line iyf the golumn beside the
appropriaye item number on the answer sheet’. Be gareful that the item
) nugber the questionnaire cortesponds to the npjimber on the Op-Scan sheet

, ) ' that you are marking.
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For Part I Mark:

if you strongly agree with the s
if you moderately agree "
) if you feel neutra’
2). if you moderately disagree
if you strongly disagree

If you did notggse the informatibn system referred to in the statement, do

informatiPn system.

-

2. The search request forfi for the Select-Ed system was clear in its format.

N ‘w

t-Ed system were available to me, in my school system,
Use it to aid me in my teaching. . /;3/

The Kentucky System manual adequately eﬁplained how to use and interpret

<;\\ ‘ this information system. R
The search request form for the Kentucky %Ystenlwas clear in itd<format.

~‘;(entucky System search(es) I ran provided me with useful
infoXwmation. ’ L

9. The informa

n received from the Kentucky System was easy to ,interpret.
4 . .
x/% v
were available to me, in my school system, I
in my teaching. "

10. If the Kentucky sys
would use it to aid me

-

*Kentucky, System is an abbreviation for "Kentucky Special Education Mate
Information System." '
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PART II

Section A

11. How many times during this semester did you request searches using the

Select~Ed system?

. I only did the class assignment .

. One time, other than the class assignment
. Two times

. Three times

. Four, or more times

Vs w N

12. How many times during this semester did you request searches using the
Kentucky System?

1. Never R
2. One time ;
8
%
: P
7

Wy ;.

3. Two times
4. Three times
5. -Four, or more times

n,
R R

»

Section B

If you did request a search using the Select-Ed system, in addition to the
one search that was a class assignment, please skip to Section C. Otherwise
answer yes or no to Questions 13-15 below concerning your reasons for not
requesting additional Select~Ed searches.

13, I did not have the time to carefully study the manual so I could run a

search. :
l. Yes. .
2. No ¢

14. The directions and procedures to request a search were confusing and
made it difficult to use the system}

1. .Yes .
2. No

15. I did not use the Select-Ed system because it just gives you references
tha%éyou have to look up in the library,

O 3 -

1. Yes n : ) .
2. No




If you
not re
16-18,

19.

20.

21.

22,

-~

16, I did not have the time to carefully study the manual so I could run a
search. s
1. Yes R
2. No
17. The directions and procedures to request a search were confusing and made
it difficult to use the system.
~—
1. Yes -
2. No ’ L
18. I did not use the Kentucky System because it just gives you references
that you have to look up in the library.
1. Yes : & ~ “
2. No p
\ .
—~— . . &
T~ Section D
Answer yves to the following suggested i;;;SVements in the information system
procedures if you think such” improvements would be of benefit. Answer no if

you do not feel that the suggestion would be of substantial benefit.™

N 101

Section C
~

did request any Kentucky System searches, skip to Section D. If you did
quest a search using the Kentucky System answer yes or no to items
below. Sy

o

: . " N
Provide manuals that are easier to undexrstand.

1. Yes e
2. No t

Provide simpler forms to use to request searches.

1. Yes -
2. No

Give the site monltor tralnlng in the information system so that he/she
is a more effective lnstructor. A "

1. Yes -
2. No

Develop a video program that would explain the use of the information

systems in a#hore adequate manner than the present video program

(program 7 - Prescriptive Instructional Systems).
L]

1. es
2. No
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_ ) ‘ section E

Would you have utilized the information systems more if the materials recommended
in the searches were readily available -

'

23. At the AESP classroom site?

1. Yes -

2. No

'54. At your school? -, )
1. Yes
2. No

-
.

25, At some central location (e.g., school §istrict headquarters,
local college, etc.)?

1. Yes .
2. No . .

~

Did you know that you could run searches on your own (over and above the class
a551gnment? . T, -

\26. For Select-Ed

.1, Yes L. i - ; N -
a 2. No t:—_:‘ t
Y ~ 4 B \-
—__~T§‘*27. For the Kentucky System %%\\\‘\\N\\;\\\\\ \ ‘ —
. ) . !
o

1. Yes
t;:::i\\ 2. No

—f;:::~ 28. Did your site coordinator encourage you to run informatian searches on
) your own?

1. Yes
2. No

Did you incorporate materials suggested.b& your searches in your lessons?
29, Select-Ed suggested materials

1. Yes
2. No

30. Kentucky system suggested materials

1. Yes
— 2. No i
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31. Did you look uﬁ materials suggested in the searches?

1. Yes
2. No

32, If your answer to item 31 is no, why did you not look up materials
suggested by thé& searches? Otherwise, leave this item blank.

1. I did_not have time A N ’

2. Materials suggested could not be found w1th1n a reasonable dlstance
3.1 did not know where to go to f£ihd the materials

4. It was too much trouble

5. Other reason

Pa)
.

AESP/EVAL/5/2/75/xm/mt . ~




| Appalachian Education Satellite Project
| Resource Coordinating Center .
! 306 Frazee Hall, University of Kentucky
g Lexington, Kentucky 40506
READING

SUMMATIVE COMMENTS FORM

Student Number Site

7 .

. In osqsi to evaluate the overall effectiveness of the course and to provide
informatjion for future course revision, pPlease summarize your general impressions
of the cou « Try to be as specjﬁic as possible in stating what you liked about

the course, what you disliked, an@why. wWrite your comments on this form. There
48 no Op-Scan sheet. -

- : /
. ~ .
1) Were there any specggiglprograms that you liked or did not 1like? Why?
R : ‘

<

5, , ~.

2) What suggestions for course improvement do you have? Please be as
specific as possible.

a - R

Iy

N

Would you recommend this course to your peers? Why or why not?

-
xS

4) 1Include any other information which you feel would be useful in evaluating

the overall effectiveness of the course. Please try to be as specific as
possible.

«
-

104 , -

114
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Rate the following ten instructional activities according to the quantity

of useful information you received from each. Make your standard of reference
an average, graduate education course. Rate the value of the activity by
marking the point on the scale that best expresses your attitude. The closer
to 1 the more outstanding you found the activity, while the closer to 8 the
more unacceptable you found the activity.

1. Pre-Program Preparation compared to work usually assigned in other graduate
classes prior to covering material in class.

outstanding . 5 unacceTtable

I I I |

1 2 3 74 5 6 7 8

Comments:

/ -

2. TV Program compared to a graduate lecture.

outstanding e unacceptable

L L

1 2 3&4 5 6 , 7
\

" Comments:
”\&>

3. Four-Channel Audio compared to class quizzes followed by a discussion

w

t

of the answers, - ¢ i »
. —
outstanding .-~ . unacceptable
A~ l N l l |
2 3 4 5 6 7 8
r
Comments: '

4. Laboratory Activities compared to laboratory activities associated
with other graduate courses.

outstanding .

L 1 | | L]

unacceTtable
1 ~2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Comments:
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/

5. On-site Reference Materials compared to materials blaced on reserxve by
other graduate instructors.

outstanding unacceptable
L | | (R
1l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Comments: ’

/

6. Televised, Interactive Seminars compared to other graduate seminars and
class discussions.

outstanding unacceTtable

1 2 3 4 5 6 -7 8

. "1

* Comments:

7. The Seminar Host and Guests as knowledgeable, fluent discussants of the
seminar topics.

outstanding unacceptable
l | | | a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Comments: )

;

/

8. Information Retrieval Systems Materials compared to materials instructors
in otHer graduate courses locate to help specific individuals.

outstandlng . unacceptable
: I I l l |
;1 2 3. 4 5 6 7 8
L
Commeqis:
/ ]
!
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9.” Follow-up Activities and homework assignments compared to similar :
activities in other graduate courses.

[y .

~ ) - ‘ -
outstanding unacceTtable
| | | | | |
1 2 3 4 ) 5 . 6 7 8
Comments:

10. The Site Coordinator as an effective course leader.

13
.

outstanding . unacceptable
~ | 1 L] :
1 "2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Caghents:
o,
A

& MR

AESP/EVAL/rm/mt/127/6/74
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PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO FOUR-CHANNEL AUDIO SEGMENTS FROM CLASS RATING FORM
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TABLE B

[aEN

Prbgrams that Four-Channel followed

Item | Response .
3 6 7 8 1 16 17.
. ' \
a1. 1 -1 26 14 12 13 -8
9% 2% 1% 0% 12% 397 12%
2 17 9 116 124 100 65 103
919 * 78%  89% 914  78% 61%  88%
82. | 1 124 118 123 128 108\_ .85 - 109
| 97%  98%  95%  93% . 969 0% 93¢
2 4 2 % 9 4 A 8
: 3% 2% 5% 7% 45 2b3 %
3. | 1 4 15 8 8 10 16 - 8
. | % 13 6% 6% 9% 15% 7%
L2 125 104 121 128 102 89 109
L 97%  87%  94% 943  91%  85% 934
14, 1 33 21 19 12. 9 14 1
265  18%  15% 9% 8%  13% 9%
2 9 99 111 122 101 92 105
70 82% 855 9194 9% *i;gff\\\\\g\\\\\\
B ;
45. 1 37 29 83 25 17 ST
20 20%  33%  19% 153 40% - 14%
2 91 91 86 109 95 61 1 \
7% 76% 674 813 8%  60% 8% :
- g6. 1~ 27--25 .18 40 20 24 27
219 21%  13%  20%° T 18% . -24% - - 239
2 4 >4 3 2 0 5 0
3% 3%~ 2% 19 0% 5% 0%
3 97 90 118 04 91 A 87
76% 764  85% 704  82% 712 75%
A
\)‘ N
124 '
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TABLE B--CONTINUED

8
7% >~ .

. _ Programs that Four-Channel followed
Ttem | Response
3 6 7 8 |7 116 | 17
47, 1 9- 3 3 1 9 4 3
7% 34 2% 1% 8% 45 3%
2 26 13 20 9 15 n
219 1% 16% 7% 13% 114
3 1 5 6 T 8 6 3.
9% ay 5% 8% 7% 6% 3%
4 J. 80 9 99 11 84 80 103
7|%63  sd 7L 8M 7 79%, 88
48. 1 <l 16 23 22 24 %6 13 17
135 19%  17% 18%  14%  13%  15%
2 3830 26 16 4% 19 - 16 18
. 305 22% . 13% 185 163 15% 15
2 3 5 0 - 4 2 2 2. 4
8% 0% 33 1% 2% 2% > 3%
" 4 50 . 6] 74 79 72 58 66
46% - 51%  58%  58% 62%  56%  56%
5 9 9- 12 7 " 7 14 12
7% 8% 9% 5% 65 143 10%
49. 1 12 20 17 22 15 0 12
. , 9%  17%  13%  16% 132 10%  10%
2 18 -7 3 7 8 3 1
. AL 6% 2% 5% % 3 1
3 16 ° n 13 15 11 7 9
R 1% 9% 0% g 9% 7% 8%
4 82 81 95 9 82 83 95
64% 68  75%  68% 717  80%  81%
- - )
~
Y 125

SN
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TABLE B--CONTINUED

Programs that Four-Channel followed
Response '
- -3 6 7 8 n 16 17
1 30 25 N30 - 30 20 1 15
23% 219 23% T—92% 17% N 13%
.2 3 1- 2 4 9. 0 3
Q 2% 1% 29 % 8% 0% 3%
3 5 5 1 4 2 . 3 5
4% 4% 1% 3% 2% 39 49
4 90 88 95 95 85 88 94
n% o o7ax - 748 2% 3% g6k 803
1 N 6 6 2 4. 3 5
\\‘\\\\ 9% 5% 5% 1% 4y 3% 4%
.2 27 26 27 25 22 14 17
— 21% 22% 2% 19% 20% 13% 15%
3 3 2 3 5 ] 2 6
2% 2% 2% 4% 12% 2% . 5%
Ta 87 8 92 102 83 83 - 88
: 68% % 724 6% .. 75%  82%  76%
A S 17 25 22 20 ™17 10 19
\\\\\\\\ 9% 2% 7% 153 15% 9% 16%
2 45 45" 52 68 ¥ 3 36
. ] 35% 38%  40% 509  33% 29%  31%
X\_______, 1& N *
\3 53 38 37 33 47 34 44
. 4% 329 29% 209 433 32%  38%
s | 12 8 1 13 9 19 13
% 7% 9% 10% 8% 182 1%
5 1 2 7 1 1 12 4
%- - 2%, - 5% . 1% 12 12% 39
.\ Lo
1 § 17 9 9 10 10 16 2
, 14% 8% 7% 8% 9% 15% 2%
1. 106 108 117 121 96 87 110 -
86% -~ 92%  93% 92%- 91%  85% . 97%
e
~ <, :
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TABLE C
PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO SEMINARS FROM CLASS RATING FORM

. R
Seminar
Item | Response
- 1 2 3 4 5
»1

81. 1 ’ 47 38 49 42 43
. 39% 29% 38% 32% . 32%
2 5 5 2 6 8
4% 4% 2% 5% 6%
.3 25 32 35 34 32
21% 245 274 .26% 249
4 26 49 1 40 42
30% 38% 31% 3% 314
5 7 7 3 8 . 10
6% 5% 2% 62 -~ 7%
82. I 1 9 4 5 13 13
8y - 3% 4, 10% 9%

2 T 39 23 30 47 . 27
a : 329 184 - 23% 35% 19%
o 3 14 16 7 3 2

- 12% 12% 5% - 2% 1%

127 ER ~




118

TABLE C--CONTINUED

[tem

Response

Seminar
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TABLE C--CONTINUED

129

Seminar
Item | Response
o 1 2 3 4 5
87. 1 102 M 104 116 12
91% 88 87% 90% 85%
2 10 15 16 12 - 17
9% 120 | 133 9% 13%
88. | 1 110 17 13 122 19
; 95% 95% 89% , 90% 86%
- 2 6 6 14 13 17
| 5% 5% 1% 10% 12%
89. 1 14 34 23 1 27
N 26% 17% 8% 20%
|
2 | 44 47 51 45 55
37% 36% 39% 33% 40%
3 .38 34 35 35 34
~ . ; 31% 26% 26% 26% 25%
| l .
4 20 n 17 34 15
16% 8% | 13% 25¢ 14
{
5 6 5 6 10 7
5% 4% 5% 7% 5%
9. 1 33 23 ™ 16 20 17
: 28 18% 123 16% 13%
2 84 104 12 m 15 .
72% 82% 88% 83% 86%
|
!
|
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